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A2 soft power 1nc (1)

American soft power is unworkable – nations don’t believe in benevolent hegemony enough to overwhelm their resentment and fear***

Christopher Layne (Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University) 2007 “American Empire: A Debate” p 68

Doubtless, American primacy has its dimension of benevolence, but a state as powerful as the United States can never be benevolent enough to offset the fear that other states have of its unchecked power. In international politics, benevolent hegemons are like unicorns—there is no such animal. Hegemons love themselves, but others mistrust and fear them—and for good reason. In today's world, others dread both the overconcentration of geopolitical weight in America's favor and the purposes for which it may be used. After all,"Nogreat power has a monopoly on virtue and, although some may have a greatdeal more virtue than others, virtue imposed on others is not seen as such bythem. All great powers are capable of exercising a measure of self-restraint, butthey are tempted not to and the choice to practice restraint is made easier by theexistence of countervailing power and the possibility of it being exercised."While Washington's self-proclaimed benevolence is inherently ephemeral, the hard fist of American power is tangible. Others must worry constantly that ifU.S. intentions change, bad things may happen to them. In a one-superpower world, the overconcentration of power in America's hands is an omnipresent challenge to other states's ecurity, and Washington's ability to reassure others of its benevolence is limited by the very enormity of its power.
Soft power is a myth.  States won’t buy it – tangible power is all that matters, not intentions

Christopher Layne, visiting fellow in foreign policy studies at Cato, Los Angeles Times, October 6, 2002

U.S. strategists believe that "it can't happen to us," because the United States is a different kind of hegemon, a benign hegemon that others will follow willingly due to the attractiveness of its political values and culture. While flattering, this self-serving argument misses the basic point: Hegemons are threatening because they have too much power. And it is America's power--not the self-proclaimed benevolence of its intentions--that will shape others' response to it. A state's power is a hard, measurable reality, but its intentions, which can be peaceful one day but malevolent the next, are ephemeral. Hegemony's proponents claim that the United States can inoculate itself against a backlash by acting multilaterally. But other states are not going to be deceived by Washington's use of international institutions as a fig leaf to cloak its ambitions of dominance. And in any event, there are good reasons why the U.S. should not reflexively embrace multilateralism. When it comes to deciding when and how to defend American interests, Washington should want a free hand, not to have its hands tied by others. 

Negative perception of American foreign policy overwhelms any cultural attraction.

Zbigniew Brzezinski (Counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and a professor of foreign policy @ Johns Hopkins) 2004 “The Choice: Global Domination or Global Leadership” p 186-8

Polls of worldwide public opinion suggest that virtual familiarity breeds affection for much of the American way of life even as it intensifies resentment of U.S. policies. Although such polls, because they reflect instant personal reactions to changing circumstances, are inherently volatile, certain patterns seem evident. A review of several polls' indicates that an overwhelming number of countries worldwide, including even France, China, and Japan (the major exceptions being Russia and the Middle East, followed to a lesser extent by Pakistan, India, and Bangladesh), view American popular culture favorably. At the same time, however, the spread of American "customs" is viewed predominantly as"bad" in a majority of countries (with even 50 per-cent of Britons reacting critically), the only major exception being Japan. Unlike American culture, American foreign policy is largely viewed negatively. Its perceived bias in favor of Israel against thePalestinians is frequently cited as the specific reason, as is America's perceived indifference to other countries' interests. Majorities in most countries believe that the United States is actually intensifying the gap between rich nations and poor ones. Thus the cultural impact of virtual familiarity with America collides with the political. The major political consequence of America's cultural seduction is that more is expected of America than of other states. To act selfishly in the name of "the national interest" is generally viewed as normal international behavior—yet America tends to beheld to a higher standard. In the aforementioned polls, those who were most dissatisfied with the state of their own countries tended to entertain a more jaundiced view of America, reinforcing the hypothesis that they expect more of America and hold it somehow accountable for the deplorable state of the world. This may partly be due to the highly self-righteous rhetoric of American political leaders, with its heavyreliance on idealistic and religious invocations. But the global publicopinion polls suggest that it is also a double-edged compliment bythose who truly expect more from America and resent its failure tomeet such elevated expectations when it comes to actual policy. Anti-Americanism bears the trappings of betrayed affection. America is thus admired and resented at the same time. Envy contributes to but is not the sole cause of the resentment. It stems from the sense that America's global reach affects almost everyone, especially those who have vicariously become an extension of America through virtual experience.They are captives of, and even more fre-quently willing participants in, the American mass-cultural sphere, but they feel that they are not heard in the American process of decision-making. The historic (American) slogan"No taxation without repre-sentation"finds its contemporary global equivalent in "NoAmericanization without representation."
A2 soft power 1nc (2)

Obama cannot just charm problems away – soft power cannot deal with almost every world threat

Gieldon Rachman (Writer for the Financial Times) June 1 2009 “Obama and the limits of soft power,”

Barack Obama is a soft power president. But the world keeps asking him hard power questions. From North Korea to Guantánamo Bay, from Iran to Afghanistan, Mr Obama is confronting a range of vexing issues that cannot be charmed out of existence. The problem is epitomised by the US president’s trip to the Middle East this week. Its focal point will be a much-trailed speech in Cairo on Thursday June 4, in which he will directly address the Muslim world. The Cairo speech is central to Mr Obama’s efforts to rebuild America’s global popularity and its ability to persuade – otherwise known as soft power. The president has been trying out potential themes for the speech on aides and advisers for months. He is likely to emphasise his respect for Islamic culture and history, and his personal links to the Muslim world. He will suggest to his audience that both the US and the Islamic world have, at times, misjudged and mistreated each other – and he will appeal for a new beginning. George W. Bush launched a military offensive in the Middle East. Mr Obama is launching a charm offensive. There is plenty to be said for this approach. Mr Bush embroiled America in a bloody war in Iraq that strengthened Iran and acted as a recruiting sergeant for America’s enemies. Mr Obama’s alternative strategy is based on diplomacy, engagement and empathy. Mr Bush had a shoe thrown at him in his last appearance in the Middle East. So if Mr Obama receives his customary standing ovation in Cairo, that will send a powerful symbolic message. But the president should not let the applause go to his head. Even if his speech is a success, the same foreign-policy problems will be sitting in his in-tray when he gets back to the Oval Office – and they will be just as dangerous as before.

Soft power cannot maintain U.S. hegemony – Britain circa 1930 has already proven this.

Niall Ferguson (Herzog Professor of History at the Stern School of Business, New York University and a Senior Research Fellow of Jesus College, Oxford) 9/22/2003 “an empire in denial: the limits of US imperialism” Harvard International Review No. 3, Vol. 25; Pg. 64

One argument sometimes advanced to distinguish US "hegemony" from British Empire is qualitative. US power, it is argued, consists not just of military and economic power but also of "soft" power. According to Joseph Nye, "A country may obtain the outcomes it wants in world politics because other countries want to follow it, admiring its values, emulating its example, aspiring to its level of prosperity and openness." Soft power, in other words, is getting what you want without sticks or carrots. In the case of the United States, "it comes from being a shining 'city. upon a hill'"--an enticing New Jerusalem of economic and political liberty,. Nye is not so naive as to assume that the US way is inherently attractive to everyone, everywhere. But he does believe that making it attractive matters more than ever before because of the global spread of information technology. To put it simply, soft power can reach the parts of the world that hard pouter cannot. But does this really make US power so very different from imperial power? On the contrary. If anything, it illustrates how very like the last Anglophone empire the United States has become. The British Empire, too, sought to make its values attractive to others, though initially the job had to he done by "men on the spot." British missionaries, businessmen, administrators, and schoolmasters fanned out across the globe to "entice and attract" people toward British values. These foot-slogging efforts were eventually reinforced by technology. It was the advent of wireless radio--and specifically the creation of the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC)--which really ushered in the age of soft power in Nye's sense of the term. Within six years, the BBC had launched its first foreign language service--in Arabic, significantly--and, by the end of 1938, it was broadcasting around the world in all the major languages of continental Europe. In some ways, the soft power that Britain could exert in the 1930s was greater than the soft power of the United States today. In a world of newspapers, radio receivers, and cinemas--where the number of content-supplying corporations (often national monopolies) was relatively small--the overseas broadcasts of the BBC could hope to reach a relatively large number of foreign ears. Yet whatever soft power Britain thereby wielded did nothing to halt the precipitous decline of British power after the 1930s. This raises the question of how much US soft power really matters today. If the term is to denote anything more than cultural background music to more traditional forms of dominance, it surely needs to be demonstrated that the United States can secure what it wants from other countries without coercing or suborning them, but purely because its cultural exports are seductive. One reason for skepticism about the extent of US soft power today is the very nature of the channels of communication for US culture, the various electronic media through which US culture is currently transmitted tend to run from the United States to Western Europe, Japan, and in the case of television, Latin America. It would be too much to conclude that US soft power is abundant where it is least needed, for it may well he that a high level of exposure to US cinema and television is one of the reasons why Western Europe,Japan, and Latin America are on the whole less hostile to the United States than countries in the Middle East and Asia. But the fact remains that the range of US soft power in Nye's sense is more limited than is generally assumed.
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Soft power cannot prevent war

Fen Hampsen et al, 1998 International Journal
Perhaps the two best examples of the continued utility of military force are the Persian Gulf conflict of 1990-1 and the coalition deployment to the same region, led by the United States (and supported by the United Nations), in early 1998 to ensure Iraq's compliance with the 1991 ceasefire agreement. Both missions have occasioned much debate in the scholarly community, and deservedly so, but we take it as axiomatic that for both sides on each occasion the role of military force was critical in the evolution -- and resolution -- of the crisis. In 1990-1, this would appear to be self-evident, while in 1998 no less a commentator than Kofi Annan, in the wake of Iraq's decision to again permit weapons inspectors access to its presidential palaces, dubbed the United States and Britain 'the perfect UN peacekeepers' for their show of force in support of UNSCOM. It is important to note that in each case soft power proved singularly unable to affect the actions of a single, isolated, pariah state, albeit one that possessed considerable military wherewithal and a modicum of regional legitimacy. It is certainly dangerous to generalize from the Iraqi example, but one might at least question the applicability of soft power to powerful rogue states in bold defiance of international law and international agreements.
Soft power not solve leadership

Legitimacy is irrelevant to leadership

Robert Kagan (senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace) Jan 15 2006 The Washington Post
This does not mean the United States has not suffered a relative decline in that intangible but important commodity: legitimacy. A combination of shifting geopolitical realities, difficult circumstances and some inept policy has certainly damaged America's standing in the world. Yet, despite everything, the American position in the world has not deteriorated as much as people think. America still "stands alone as the world's indispensable nation," as Clinton so humbly put it in 1997. It can resume an effective leadership role in the world in fairly short order, even during the present administration and certainly after the 2008 election, regardless of which party wins. That is a good thing, because given the growing dangers in the world, the intelligent and effective exercise of America's benevolent global hegemony is as important as ever.
Soft power cannot prevent war

Fen Hampsen et al, 1998 International Journal
Perhaps the two best examples of the continued utility of military force are the Persian Gulf conflict of 1990-1 and the coalition deployment to the same region, led by the United States (and supported by the United Nations), in early 1998 to ensure Iraq's compliance with the 1991 ceasefire agreement. Both missions have occasioned much debate in the scholarly community, and deservedly so, but we take it as axiomatic that for both sides on each occasion the role of military force was critical in the evolution -- and resolution -- of the crisis. In 1990-1, this would appear to be self-evident, while in 1998 no less a commentator than Kofi Annan, in the wake of Iraq's decision to again permit weapons inspectors access to its presidential palaces, dubbed the United States and Britain 'the perfect UN peacekeepers' for their show of force in support of UNSCOM. It is important to note that in each case soft power proved singularly unable to affect the actions of a single, isolated, pariah state, albeit one that possessed considerable military wherewithal and a modicum of regional legitimacy. It is certainly dangerous to generalize from the Iraqi example, but one might at least question the applicability of soft power to powerful rogue states in bold defiance of international law and international agreements.
Only a risk of backlash

Majie (Senior Research Fellow, Vice President of Shanghai Institute for International Strategic Studies) May 6 2002 “Role of Soft Power in International Relations”
Soft power is the first choice in handling international relations. Joseph Nye analyzed the role of soft power in his Bound to Lead. He held that, in international politics, a country can carry out its expectations just because other countries would take it as an example or accept a system conducive to such results. In this sense, it is same important in international politics to make directions, to establish environment, and to stimulate reforms in other countries. Nye called this power as co-optive power. He believes, if a country’s ideology and culture are attractive, others would like to imitate and follow. At present, the United States has traditional hard power stronger than any other country. And it also has resources of soft power in ideology and institution that can assure itself to keep the leadership in the new field of interdependence.[6] Just from this strategic perspective, Nye pointed out that the United States should enhance the co-optive power of its culture and attraction of its lifestyle to make it become preponderant not only in hard power but also in soft power, thus establishing its ideological domination in the whole world. It is apparent that soft power plays a strong reactive role for a country in the area of international politics. Its positive impacts can help a country make feasible national strategy, guide national enthusiasm, shape united will and strong cultural power, and therefore promote the development of comprehensive national power, improve the country’s international status, and increase its international contribution and influence. Nonetheless, on the contrary, if the national strategy was infeasible, even sightless or dangerous, the soft power would misguide people and play a negative role, leading to national enthusiasm lost, will frustrated, and hard national power reduced. Its damage would be incalculable. The international status and competitiveness of such a country would decrease dramatically till nothing. Any country, when making its national strategy, must pay attention to creating better surroundings, making its development model, values, lifestyle and corresponding systems attractive, appealing, and inspiring, and incorporating both tangible and intangible powers in order to assure the achievement of national interests. Therefore, soft power is always the first option of tool for countries to deal with various affairs in contemporary international relations.

Soft power casue terrorism 

US soft power increases terrorist aggression

John Matalin (CNN Commentator) 2009 “Matalin: Obama’s ’soft power’ makes us weak”, CNN's American Morning
John Roberts: The former vice president has said several times that the Obama administration’s policies are making America less safe. Where’s the evidence for that? Mary Matalin: Common sense and history… It’s one thing to say all of the things Obama said on the campaign trail but within hours of being the actual commander in chief, he was suggesting the previous seven years marked by no attacks were policies that were ineffective, were immoral, were illegal. That broadcast to our enemies a weakness. Weakness invites provocation. Secondly, as he was clear in his speech yesterday, he wants to return to a 9/10 law enforcement policy rather than a prevention policy. Three, the threshold and key tool for fighting this enemy is gathering intelligence. And he’s clearly demoralized and undermined those intelligence gatherers. Four, Gitmo, releasing the hardest of the hardened terrorists into some system, whatever system that might be, either would divulge classified material… if they put them in the prison population, they can hatch plots as was the case in New York. So I could go on and on. But some of these policies, by virtue of the former vice president speaking out, were stopped as in the release of the detainee photos. Roberts: But is there any empirical evidence that America is less safe today? Has anything happened around the world to suggest that we are less safe? There are many people who believe that this administration’s policy of engagement, in fact, will make this country more safe. Matalin: Well there’s no evidence of that either. In fact there’s evidence to the contrary. This so-called “soft power” has resulted in Iran being more verbose, launching a missile this week. North Korea’s pulled out of any negotiating posture. Soft power isn’t working. There’s no evidence for that. And there’s plenty of evidence to the contrary that weakness invites provocation. During the ’90s, when we did not respond to six attacks in six years, the ranks of al Qaeda swelled by some 20,000. That was the recruitment tool. Weakness and successful attacks is the recruitment tool. Roberts: Just to go back to what you said about Iran and North Korea — both of those countries did exactly the same thing during the Bush administration. Matalin: This supposedly “let’s sit down and talk,” was supposed to make them come to the table and talk. In fact, they’ve gotten more aggressive. So, he’s doing what he said he would do, which would render them putty in his hands as he thinks is the case as sometimes appears to be the case in America in his own party. That’s not what’s happening. That’s not real politics. So he’s been in there a couple of 16 weeks, three months, whatever it’s been. But if he were allowed to pursue un-debated, these sorts of policies that he’s put on the table and heretofore, they have been un-debated, it’s been a one-sided argument, there’s no doubt, and history shows and common sense would dictate that we would be a less safe country than we were for the past seven or eight years. Roberts: The president said yesterday he believes America is less safe because of the very existence of Guantanamo Bay, that it’s probably created more terrorists worldwide than it’s ever detained. Do you agree with that statement? Because the Bush administration, President Bush said he would like to close Guantanamo and just has to figure out how to do it. Matalin: Yeah, John, I’ll go to your construct. He offered no evidence for that. And it’s a tautological argument, as I just noted. The ranks of al Qaeda were absolutely exponentially swollen during the ’90s when we did not respond… This enemy existed way before Guantanamo. It makes no sense to say that fighting the terrorists makes the terrorist. That’s a tautological argument. Yes, President Bush wanted to close it. Some of us disagreed with that. For the very reasons we’re disagreeing with President Obama right now.vWhat are you going to do with these detainees? Even the ones that have been released, which were supposed to be the ones that could have been released, the D.O.D. and some suspect this is an under-estimate – one out of seven go back to the battlefield. The top operatives in Yemen, which is the new hot grounds, the top operatives in Waziristan, were released from Gitmo. It’s not good to close it down or release these into our population, certainly, or any population.

Soft power not solve middle east

Obama’s soft power cannot solve Middle Eastern conflict 

Giedon Rachman (Writer for the Financial Times) June 1 2009 “Obama and the limits of soft power,” 

In particular, there is chatter in official Washington that the Israelis may be gearing up to attack Iran’s nuclear facilities before the end of the year. The Obama administration is against any such move and it is normally assumed that Israel would not dare to pull the trigger without the go-ahead from Washington – not least because the Israelis would have to fly across US-controlled airspace to get to their targets. But the Americans do not have a complete veto over Israel’s actions. One senior US official asks rhetorically: “What are we going to do? Shoot down their planes?” A conflict between Israel and Iran would scatter the Obama administration’s carefully laid plans for Middle East peace to the winds. It would also make talk of improving American soft power around the world seem beside the point. The immediate task would be to prevent a wider regional war. In the meantime, the US will press on with the effort to achieve peace between the Israelis and the Palestinians. But even that goal is unlikely to be advanced much by Mr Obama’s trip to the Middle East. Many in the audience in Cairo and in the wider Islamic world will want and even expect the new president to lay out a complete vision for a peace settlement and to apply unambiguous pressure on Israel. For reasons of domestic politics, diplomacy and timing, Mr Obama is highly unlikely to do this. Yet while his Arab audience may be disappointed by what he has to say about the Middle East peace process, Mr Obama is already facing an increasingly tense relationship with the new Israeli government. The administration has now clashed openly with the Israelis over the Netanyahu government’s tolerance of expanded settlements in occupied Palestinian land. Mr Obama is also running up against the limits of soft power elsewhere. Closing the prison camp at Guantánamo was meant to be the ultimate tribute to soft power over hard power. The Obama team argued consistently that the damage that Guantánamo did to America’s image in the world outweighed any security gains from holding al-Qaeda prisoners there. Yet, faced with the backlash against releasing the remaining 240 prisoners or imprisoning them in the US, the Obama administration has back-tracked. It is not clear whether Guantánamo will be closed on schedule or what will happen to the riskier-sounding prisoners, who may still be held indefinitely. The much-criticised military trials are likely to be revived. In Afghanistan, Mr Obama is trying a mixture of hard and soft power. There will be a military surge – but also a “civilian surge”, designed to build up civil society and governance in Afghanistan. Old hands in Washington are beginning to shake their heads and mutter about Vietnam.

Soft power fails – perception

Soft power is useless – hard power overwhelms

Journal of Commerce, October 20, 1998
Under the government of Prime Minister Jean Chretien, Canada's international reputation has been dilettantish and irrelevant. In particular, the fondness of Foreign Affairs Minister Lloyd Axworthy for his notion that, in the post-Cold War world, costly ""hard-power'' resources, such as an army, are of lesser importance than "" soft-power' ' persuasion have been scorned as naive. Mr. Axworthy favors ""getting others to want what you want'' through "" peacebuilding'' and ""constructive engagement.'' ""In the real world, whether Mr. Axworthy will admit it or not, hard power does a better job of protecting Canada's interests when others refuse to want what we want,'' says Kim Richard Nossal, one of Canada's pre-eminent political scientists. Similarly, Nobel Peace Prize-winner Jose Ramos Horta has dismissed Canada's foreign policy as ""wishy-washy'' and ""bankrupt.'' A policy of ""constructive engagement,'' he says, is merely a smokescreen to justify trading with repressive regimes. But perhaps the harshest criticism has come from British Lt. Gen. Sir Hew Pike, a NATO commander in Bosnia, who declared that the Canadian military had ""surrendered any claim to be a war-fighting force.'' There is some justice in the claim. When NATO asked members in July to contribute fighter planes for possible attacks against Serbian forces, Canada conveniently didn't have any aircraft available. Likewise, the Canadian government offered only token support for a show of force against Iraq earlier this year. Such behavior - ""defense lite,'' as one analyst puts it - does not win Canada much respect. In Bosnia in 1994, Canada's objections to NATO air strikes were ignored by both the Americans and the British, who thought the country's meager troop contribution didn't warrant it a hearing. All in all, Canada's soft-power policies are little more than foreign policy on the cheap. Soft power is effective only when it's backed up by a country's willingness ""to commit its treasure to world affairs,'' as Mr. Nossal puts it. And that means, in part, spending to have a credible military force. 

Hard power trumps

Michael Hirsh, former Foreign Editor of Newsweek, Foreign Affairs, September/October, 2002
The hegemonists are right about one thing: hard power is necessary to break the back of radical Islamic groups and to force the Islamic world into fundamental change. Bin Laden said it well himself: "When people see a strong horse and a weak horse, by nature they will like a strong horse." The United States must be seen as the strong horse. The reluctant U.S. interventionism of the 1990s made no headway against this implacable enemy. Clinton's policy of offering his and NATO's credibility to save Muslims in Bosnia and Kosovo won Washington little goodwill in the Islamic world.

Soft power fails – too weak

9-11 proves soft power is too weak to avert problems

Richard Betts, Professor and director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies at Columbia,Political Science, March 22, 2002
Kamikaze hijacking also reflects an impressive capacity for strategic judo, the turning of the West's strength against itself. (12) The flip-side of a primacy that diffuses its power throughout the world is that advanced elements of that power become more accessible to its enemies. Nineteen men from technologically backward societies did not have to rely on home-grown instruments to devastate the Pentagon and World Trade Center. They used computers and modern financial procedures with facility, and they forcibly appropriated the aviation technology of the West and used it as a weapon. They not only rebelled against the " soft power" of the United States, they trumped it by hijacking the country's hard power. (13) They also exploited the characteristics of U.S. society associated with soft power --the liberalism, openness, and respect for privacy that allowed them to go freely about the business of preparing the attacks without observation by the state security apparatus. When soft power met the clash of civiliz ations, it proved too soft.

Soft power fails – only military force matters

Fen Hampson and Dean Oliver, International Journal, June, 1998
United Nations peacekeepers in Bosnia were repeatedly handcuffed by rules of engagement that generally prohibited the use of force against local warlords and by a pitiful weapons suite that would have rendered such bravado suicidal in any case. Perhaps the two best examples of the continued utility of military force are the Persian Gulf conflict of 1990-1 and the coalition deployment to the same region, led by the United States (and supported by the United Nations), in early 1998 to ensure Iraq's compliance with the 1991 ceasefire agreement. Both missions have occasioned much debate in the scholarly community, and deservedly so, but we take it as axiomatic that for both sides on each occasion the role of military force was critical in the evolution -- and resolution -- of the crisis. In 1990-1, this would appear to be self-evident, while in 1998 no less a commentator than Kofi Annan, in the wake of Iraq's decision to again permit weapons inspectors access to its presidential palaces, dubbed the United States and Britain 'the perfect UN peacekeepers' for their show of force in support of UNSCOM. It is important to note that in each case soft power proved singularly unable to affect the actions of a single, isolated, pariah state, albeit one that possessed considerable military wherewithal and a modicum of regional legitimacy. It is certainly dangerous to generalize from the Iraqi example, but one might at least question the applicability of soft power to powerful rogue states in bold defiance of international law and international agreements.

Soft power fails – economic power fails

Economic leverage does not stop war – nuclear deterrence is key 

Joseph Nye, assistant secretary of defense for international security affairs, Washington Quarterly, Winter, 1996
Just as important as these changes in the distribution of power are changes in the nature of power and the processes through which it can be exercised. Some Liberals argue that economic power has replaced military power as the central medium of international politics, but this is greatly overstated. Realists rightly argue that economic instruments still cannot compare with military forces in their coercive and deterrent effects. Economic sanctions, for example, did not compel the Iraqis to withdraw from Kuwait. In addition, all it takes is one good security crisis to send stock and commodity markets spinning, set off capital flight, stifle investment, and raise the risk premium on the full range of economic transactions. Economic instruments have grown slightly in importance relative to military ones, but this was already true by the 1970s. The main change has been in the fungibility of military power itself. Nuclear weapons have so greatly raised the potential costs of conflict that the great power states that have them have worked hard to prevent any direct military conflicts among themselves, including conventional conflicts that could escalate to the nuclear level.

Hard power outweighs soft power

Robert Spulak, senior analyst at the Strategic Studies Center, “The Case in Favor of US Nuclear Weapons,” Parameters, Spring 1997, http://carlisle-www.army.mil/usawc/Parameters/97spring/spulak.htm, accessed 10/18/02
Some argue that economic strength alone can confer superpower status because economic powers can use trade and economic policies to promote their economic welfare.[12] However, economic power is only one contributor to a nation's overall power. The highest priorities of the United States government are to protect our central security interests. Economic power alone cannot guarantee security; in fact, greater economic interests may extend the boundaries of our security interests, thereby increasing our vulnerability to coercion or adding new opportunities for others to try to influence US foreign policy. The greatest contribution of economic power to security is that economic resources allow for the fielding of a formidable military force. This is why there is a great deal of concern over China's economic growth: not primarily because of China's future ability to trade effectively (although this also may be of great concern), but because of its rapid growth in military spending and the enormous resources potentially available for its military. Even states that could not compete economically have been superpowers (e.g., the Soviet Union). The possession of a robust nuclear arsenal confers real diplomatic advantages on the United States. It is a vital symbol and part of the substance of our world leadership. Diplomacy is always performed against the backdrop of military capability. In addition, nuclear weapons, and the threats they imply, can be used explicitly (although not without risk) to protect US interests.[13] For example, during the superpower confrontation caused by the 1973 Arab-Israeli war, increased US alert status, including nuclear forces, and hints of "incalculable consequences" probably helped to deter Soviet intervention in Egypt. (Soviet nuclear capabilities also may have helped to motivate the United States to work to prevent the destruction of the encircled Egyptian Third Army.) There has been widespread speculation that allusions to nuclear use may have deterred Iraq from using chemical weapons in the 1990-91 Gulf War. And, the US carefully refrained for several days from ruling out a nuclear strike against a Libyan underground chemical weapons facility to increase the diplomatic pressure to stop construction. 

***hard power best***

Hard power key to soft power

Soft power is impossible without strong military power

Josef Joffe, German journalist, Conversations with History, “Power and Culture in International Affairs,” January 20 and March 23, 2000, http://globetrotter.berkeley.edu/people/Joffe/joffe-con4.html, accessed 10/15/02

I think power has to be seen like a bundle of currencies. Traditionally the most important currency of power was military power, strategic power. Machiavelli said it's easier to get gold with good soldiers than to get good soldiers with gold. So on top, the most fungible of all currency is strategic. Then you can go down to all kinds of other "currencies": economic power, the attraction of your political and social system, even of your movies and your TV, your diplomatic skills. Or the power radiating from ideas: part of the great power that the Soviet Union had for a while was that this idea of socialism was a very powerful, attractive idea which inspired the entire Third World after decolonization. Everybody wanted a kind a Marxist-Soviet model of economic development and one-party states. So in the Berlin-Berkeley Belt, where the strategic issue for the time being does not arise, those who have the most soft power sources will do very well, such as Germany. But also the United States. Yes. But the most important thing is, the best deal you can get is when hard power and soft power come together. The Vatican has a lot of soft power but it has no hard power and so that means the influence of the Vatican is limited. Switzerland has a lot of soft power but nothing in the hard power field. So if you really want to sit pretty today you have to be like the United States, because the United States has all of these resources in spades. It's the mightiest military power in the world, it is the mightiest economy. 

Hard power key stability

Military power is the crucial factor for securing peace

David Talbot, Salon.com, January 3, 2002
From the Gulf War on, the hawks have been on the right side in all the major debates about U.S. intervention in the world's troubles. The application of American military power -- to drive back Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait, stop Slobodan Milosevic's genocidal campaigns in the Balkans, and destroy the terrorist occupation of Afghanistan -- has not just protected U.S. interests, it has demonstrably made the world safer and more civilized. Because of the U.S.-led allied victory in the Persian Gulf, Saddam -- the most blood-stained and dangerous dictator in power today -- was blocked from completing a nuclear bomb, taking control of 60 percent of the world's oil resources and using his fearsome arsenal (including biological and chemical weapons) to consolidate Iraq's position as the Middle East's reigning force. Because of the U.S.-led air war against Milosevic, the most ruthless "ethnic cleansing" program since the Holocaust was finally thwarted -- first in Bosnia and then in Kosovo -- and the repulsive tyrant is now behind bars in the Hague. And in Afghanistan, the apocalyptic master plan of the al-Qaida terror network was shattered by America's devastatingly accurate bombing campaign, along with the medieval theocracy that had thrown a cloak of darkness over the country. These demonstrations of America's awesome firepower were clearly on the right side of history. In fact, the country's greatest foreign policy disasters during this period occurred because the U.S. government failed to assert its power: when President George H. W. Bush aborted Operation Desert Storm before it could reach Baghdad and finish off Saddam (whose army had only two weeks of bullets left) and when he failed to draw a line against Milosevic's bloody plans for a greater Serbia; and when President Bill Clinton looked the other way while a genocidal rampage took the lives of a million people in Rwanda and when he failed to fully mobilize the country against terrorism after the 1993 World Trade Center bombing and the later attacks on American targets abroad -- a failure that extended through the first eight months of Bush II.
Hard power key to democracy promotion

Hard power is key to democracy promotion

Michael McFaul, research fellow at the Hoover Institution and an associate professor of political science at Stanford, Policy Review, April 2002
TO EFFECTIVELY PROMOTE liberty abroad over the long haul, the United States must maintain its overwhelming military advantage over the rest of the world. American hegemonic power deters other great powers in the international system from balancing against the United States. Massive military might offers incentives for less powerful countries to cooperate with the United States. The ability to defeat anti-democratic enemies decisively, quickly, and with minimum loss of life for American armed forces -- Hussein in Iraq, Milosevic in Serbia, and the Taliban in Afghanistan -- offers a powerful argument for the benefits of friendly relations with the United States. If American leaders begin to make internal liberalization a condition of friendly relations with the United States, then sustaining unipolarity helps to promote democracy abroad. Maintaining American economic prowess is also necessary. In addition to maintaining American power, U.S. foreign policymakers must develop policies and military doctrines that can deploy this power to effect regime change. The United States should try to avoid the export of revolution through the barrel of the gun. Yet the United States must have the fortitude, plans, and means available to assist the overthrow of anti-democratic regimes. On rare occasions, discussed below, these resources have to be used. Nevertheless, the mere presence of such resources will help to make American threats about deploying them look more credible. The quick defeat of both Milosevic and the Taliban -- predicted by few at the beginning of these campaigns -- has demonstrated once again that the American armed forces are second to none. Decades of sustained investment in military training, technologies, and personnel have paid off. Yet U.S. armed forces need to continue to retool and reorganize for dealing with the new security challenges of the post-Gold War era. The tens of thousands of U.S. soldiers stationed in Germany waiting to repel a Soviet tank offensive need new missions. Fat budgets cannot be an excuse for avoiding reform. 

Soft power can’t spur democratization and peace. Only hard power prevents conflict

Charles Lane, Weekly Standard, January 17, 2000
Thanks to American power, then, fascism and communism have been mostly vanquished. The remaining task is to remove them where they linger (China, North Korea, Cuba, Iraq, Serbia), and to cope with or over-come other ideologically based obstacles to democracy -- like Islamic fundamentalism, the "Asian values" canard, and the tribal and ethnic strife that bedevil the Arab world, sub-Saharan Africa, the Caucasus, and the Balkans. It may take more than a century to handle all of this unfinished business. But, if the United States is serious about defending and consolidating democracy, it will have to identify democracy's enemies and oppose them, both with the force of our ideas and, where necessary, with just plain force. In short, what Joseph Nye has called " soft power" -- foreign aid, trade, and the other persuasive tools which Carothers and Diamond emphasize -- may not be enough. "Hard power," the maintenance of a strong U.S. military and a network of global security commitments and alliances capable of protecting democracies and resisting aggressive dictatorships, will surely continue to play an indispensable role. Doubters need only ask themselves whether democracy in Taiwan, South Korea, or even Japan would be stabilized or destabilized by a U.S. pullout from East Asia -- where China increasingly flexes its military muscles. Diamond and Carothers both make eloquent arguments that the United States can help consolidate emerging democracies by better fulfilling its exemplary role: by cleaning up its own democratic act at home. The "demonstration effect" of successful, stable self-government in America, they reason, has proved powerful in the past. So it should prove powerful in the future, as well: The more we do to root out domestic ills like police brutality and crooked campaign financing, the more credibility we will confer on democrats abroad who urge their fellow citizens to emulate us. Let us never stop trying to perfect our own politics, whose example surely has helped inspire would-be democrats across the globe. Just the same, there are reasons to remain skeptical about how much this particular demonstration effect can accomplish. One is historical: The world's most recent wave of democratization began in the mid-1970s, at a time when America was just emerging from Vietnam, Watergate, and segregation -- and just about to enter a period of brutal stagflation. To a great many people at home and abroad, it appeared that American democracy was altogether too rotten to compete with the Soviet Union. A whole Third World generation gravitated to radical and revolutionary doctrines as a result. But still the democrats of Portugal, Spain, and Greece -- and later, of Latin America and much of Asia -- carried the day. How America looked from a distance was, ultimately, a secondary issue. The example of democratizing neighboring states surely weighed heavier. What's more, any demonstration effect is inherently subjective. Is America's system of campaign finance really a symptom of political rot, as Diamond and Carothers seem to believe so strongly? Or is it simply the result of an irreconcilable conflict between equally valid democratic ideals: a maximal amount of free (and expensive) political speech, on the one hand, and a level political playing field of unimpeachable integrity, on the other? Voters, legislatures, and courts have been wrestling with this question for twenty-five years and haven't managed to settle it. The bottom line is that no matter how good an example we set, and no matter how genuine the reforms we adopt, anti-democratic forces will always find reasons to condemn us and, by extension, democracy itself. 

Hard power outweighs backlash

Overwhelming military force ensures compliance, even if countries are upset

Immanuel Wallerstein, senior research scholar at Yale, Foreign Policy, July 1, 2002
Following the terrorist attacks, Bush changed course, declaring war on terrorism, assuring the American people that "the outcome is certain" and informing the world that "you are either with us or against us." Long frustrated by even the most conservative U.S. administrations, the hawks finally came to dominate American policy. Their position is clear: The United States wields overwhelming military power, and even though countless foreign leaders consider it unwise for Washington to flex its military muscles, these same leaders cannot and will not do anything if the United States simply imposes its will on the rest. The hawks believe the United States should act as an imperial power for two reasons: First, the United States can get away with it. And second, if Washington doesn't exert its force, the United States will become increasingly marginalized. Today, this hawkish position has three expressions: the military assault in Afghanistan, the de facto support for the Israeli attempt to liquidate the Palestinian Authority, and the invasion of Iraq, which is reportedly in the military preparation stage. Less than one year after the September 2001 terrorist attacks, it is perhaps too early to assess what such strategies will accomplish. Thus far, these schemes have led to the overthrow of the Taliban in Afghanistan (without the complete dismantling of al Qaeda or the capture of its top leadership); enormous destruction in Palestine (without rendering Palestinian leader Yasir Arafat "irrelevant," as Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon said he is); and heavy opposition from U.S. allies in Europe and the Middle East to plans for an invasion of Iraq. The hawks' reading of recent events emphasizes that opposition to U.S. actions, while serious, has remained largely verbal. Neither Western Europe nor Russia nor China nor Saudi Arabia has seemed ready to break ties in serious ways with the United States. In other words, hawks believe, Washington has indeed gotten away with it. 

Hard power overwhelms anger

Antony Blinken, senior fellow at CSIS and former member of the National Security Council, Washington Quarterly, Spring, 2002
Why should the United States care that some criticize its policies and others resent its power? Following U.S. military success in Afghanistan, concluding that unilateral might makes right, silencing critics and creating a bandwagon effect among friends, is tempting. As Charles Krauthammer wrote, "We made it plain that even if no one followed us, we would go it alone. Surprise: others followed. . . . Not because they love us. Not because we have embraced multilateralism. But because we have demonstrated astonishing military power and the will to defend vital American interests, unilaterally if necessary." Military power remains the foundation of U.S. security; successfully applied, it magnifies U.S. influence.

A2: The US can’t go it alone

Their evidence asserts that allies are necessary but doesn’t say what they’re necessary for.  The US has overwhelming military capabilities and economic resources and is willing to leverage those to enforce its will.  Name a problem that we need France on our side to deal with.

The US can go it alone. Cooperation is a luxury, not a necessity

John Gibson, Fox News Network, August 14, 2002
An eye-popping piece in the "USA Today," it says that the America- hating craze of the Middle East has now fully morphed itself into the face of the average European and most frightfully morphed into the average Brit, our most stalwart of overseas supporters. And it isn't just editorial writers, says "USA Today," it's everyday citizens who launch into tirades against Americans they bump into on the street or in the office. Why? Because America, the world now realizes, is so big and so strong it can do whatever it likes and no one can stop America. America doesn't need help for a war and if America doesn't like the Kyoto Treaty or the International Criminal Court, America will simply walk away. It can and it will. So this has all the Lilliputians screaming bloody murder. How dare you be so big? How dare you not listen to us? How dare you not need us? That sound you hear is the frustrated stamping of tiny little feet. I say Lilliputians because the whole thing has got me thinking about Gulliver, who wandered the world in Jonathan Swift's mind and eventually met a civilization of teeny little people who tried to tie him down with their twine. All the Lilliputians will think I'm being prototypically American, arrogant, because I've drawn this very allusion, the American giant and the rest of the world, Lilliputians. But the Lilliputians put themselves in this position by telling us we need their permission to do anything, especially to defend ourselves from the very terrorists who hide among them in their liberal, forgiving, tolerant, and ultimately blind society. The Brits, for example, tolerate in their midst the most hateful and vicious of Islamic radicals who plan and scheme against America with the protection of the British government. The Lilliputians also don't like creeping American culture, the fast food joints and the music and the movies. OK. So does that mean the Lilliputians find all that junk so enticing they simply cannot resist? Mostly, the Lilliputians don't want us to be able to defend ourselves without their permission or help. They resent it, oh, so much that we, the world's only Gulliver, can stomp Saddam Hussein if we decide we need to and either the Lilliputians will have to side with us or they'll stand around clucking their tongues and stamping their little feet. It's tough being Gulliver. It's pitiful to be a Lilliputian. They should grow up.

***Uniqueness***

SP low

U.S. soft power is one the decline the E.U. has taken the position of the world’s financial capital again 

The New American Foundation 08   Parag Khanna, author of The Second World: Empires and Influence in the New Global Order2007 he was a senior geopolitical advisor to USSpecial Operations Forces in Iraq and Afghanistan. From 2002-5, he was the Global Governance Fellow at the Brookings Institution; from 2000-2002 he worked at the World Economic Forum in Geneva; and from 1999-2000, he was a Research Associate at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York. http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2008/waving_goodbye_hegemony_6604 

Robert Kagan famously said that America hails from Mars and Europe from Venus, but in reality, Europe is more like Mercury -- carrying a big wallet. The E.U.'s market is the world's largest, European technologies more and more set the global standard and European countries give the most development assistance. And if America and China fight, the world's money will be safely invested in European banks. Many Americans scoffed at the introduction of the euro, claiming it was an overreach that would bring the collapse of the European project. Yet today, Persian Gulf oil exporters are diversifying their currency holdings into euros, and President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad of Iran has proposed that OPEC no longer price its oil in "worthless" dollars. President Hugo Chávez of Venezuela went on to suggest euros. It doesn't help that Congress revealed its true protectionist colors by essentially blocking the Dubai ports deal in 2006. With London taking over (again) as the world's financial capital for stock listing, it's no surprise that China's new state investment fund intends to locate its main Western offices there instead of New York. Meanwhile, America's share of global exchange reserves has dropped to 65 percent. Gisele Bündchen demands to be paid in euros, while Jay-Z drowns in 500 euro notes in a recent video. American soft power seems on the wane even at home.
***topic links***

Iraq presence

US presence in Iraq hurts US soft power.  

Du Boff 03 (Richard, is Professor Emeritus of Economics, Bryn Mawr College, CBS Moneywatch.com, “US hegemony: continuing decline, enduring danger” Dec 03, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1132/is_7_55/ai_111503528/pg_11/?tag=content;col1, 6/26/10, HR)

Meanwhile, two years of "war on terrorism" have fractured the legitimacy of the United States across the world, dealing a blow, in effect, to the ideology and culture of American imperialism. The war on Iraq, a Pew Global Attitudes survey found, "widened the rift between Americans and Western Europeans, further inflamed the Muslim world, softened support for the war on terrorism, and significantly weakened global public support for the North Atlantic Alliance." Only seven of twenty foreign nations surveyed had a favorable view of the United States, and in those nations (Britain, Israel, Kuwait, Canada, Nigeria, Italy, Australia) support was falling. In a British Broadcasting Corporation sampling of opinion in eleven nations, including the United States and only one Arab nation (Jordan), two-thirds of those questioned saw the United States as an arrogant superpower that poses a greater threat to peace than North Korea and Iran (the two surviving "axis of evil" members), and only 25 percent, excluding Americans, said U.S. military might was making the world a safer place. A Transatlantic Trends Survey conducted in July 2003 by the German Marshall Fund of the United States and the Compagnia di San Paolo, a Turin (Italy) foundation showed that only 8 percent of all Europeans questioned thought it "very desirable" that the United States exert strong leadership in world affairs; 70 percent in France and 50 percent in Germany and Italy deemed it "undesirable." (16)
Middle east drawdowns 

U.S. drawdown will increase credibility in the middle east but Iran could quickly drawn interest and trade off  

Wehrey, Dassa Kaye, Watkins, Martini, Guffey 10 (“The Iraq Effect: The Middle East After the Iraq War” Frederic D.Phil. student in international relations, St. Antony's College, Oxford University; M.A. in Near Eastern studies, Princeton University; B.A. in history, Occidental College, Dalia Ph.D., M.A. and B.A. in political science, University of California, Berkeley, Jessica, Jeffrey, Robert A. RAND Corporation. http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG892/  6/26/10 RCM) 

Regional concerns related to growing Iranian influence after the war were compounded by a perception that the heavy U.S. commitment in Iraq constrained its ability to project power and enforce regional security. Specifically, the difficulties of prosecuting the war in Iraq have fed the view that the American “moment” in the Middle East may be waning, or at a minimum, that the war has clipped the Americans’ wings. However, despite diminished standing in the region, the United States remains the balancer of choice, and the U.S. drawdown from Iraq may enable the United States to regain regional confidence if it proceeds smoothly. The draining effect of the war in Iraq on U.S. resources and military readiness is advanced as the principal reason behind the United States’ declining influence in the region (al-Rukabi, 2008). Despite recent improvement in the security situation in Iraq, many regional observers believe that the war in Iraq has revealed the limits of U.S. power. Similarly, the rise of Iranian influence inside Iraq and the continued development of its missile technology and nuclear program are cited as harbingers of a new regional security order, in which Iran will play an increasingly assertive role at the expense of U.S. interests (Harb, 2008). In an article in the Arab Journal of Political Science, ‘Abdullah al-Shaiji observes, 

Afghanistan/Iraq

Withdrawing troops will set the stage up for a transition to soft power 

Grossman 10 ( Jerome, February 27, 2010., political activist and commentator, particularly on the issues of weapons of mass destruction and nuclear weapons, http://relentlessliberal.blogspot.com/2010/02/americas-soft-power.html) 

The United States cannot solve the problems of the world on its own, and the world cannot solve them without the United States. As the world’s only remaining superpower, America has the ability to affect the behavior of other nations through coercion, economic strength and the power of attraction. Hard power relies on coercion and raw economic power. Soft power influences others through public diplomacy, broadcasting, exchange programs, development assistance, disaster relief, exchange of ideas and culture - everything from Hollywood to Shakespeare to orchestras. In his inaugural address, President Barack Obama informed all countries, friendly and unfriendly, that there was a new attitude in the White House. He advised those countries “on the wrong side of history” that the United States “will extend a hand if you are willing to unclench your fist”. During his first year in office, Obama followed through by launching negotiations with Iran and North Korea on their nuclear programs, searching for common ground with Russia on arms control and missile defense, and softening economic sanctions against Cuba. The jury is still out on whether the Obama initiatives will bear fruit, but it is a start and a welcome improvement from the George W. Bush reliance on hard power. But much more must be done to translate Obama’s effective rhetoric into a softening of policy, a softening more likely to increase the security of America and the rest of the world. If President Obama were to withdraw American troops from Iraq and Afghanistan, then reduce the enormous US military budget, close some of the 761 US military bases in 147 countries, he would set the stage for America to inspire and lead the world by using the panoply of its soft power. 
***unilateralism***

Unilateralism 1nc

Increasing soft power decreases unilateralism

Jaime Coronado (Department of Latin American and Iberian Studies, University of Guadalajara ) 2005“Between Soft Power and a Hard Place: Dilemnas of the Bush Doctrine for Inter-American Relations, Journal of Developing Societies, http://jds.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/21/3-4/321, 
Multilateralism and diplomacy are weakened while unilateralism and coercion are strengthened. The official declaration regarding the existence of an ‘Axis of Evil’ represented by the countries the US ruling elite considers is supporting, financing or not sufficiently fighting against terrorism creates the possibility of an expanding set of targets and enemies list. The Bush administration challenged all countries to define themselves around support for US actions in the post 9/11 scenario, by restating unambiguously the Karl Schmidt ‘friend-foe’ principle: ‘Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists.’ Congruent with the neo-conservative pre-9/11 proto-doctrines discussed above (Wolfowitz, Kristol, Kagan, Rice), the US government declared that it could unilaterally perform ‘preventive strikes’ in case it perceived its security being in danger. The administration passed over the UN Security Council and unilaterally invaded Iraq, alleging an imminent threat posed by non-existent weapons of mass destruction, and subsequently attempted to legitimize its intervention by summoning a multilateral occupation force and calling the UN to get involved. The Bush administration confirmed its opposition to the International Criminal Court and lobbied for bilateral agreements to provide immunity to its citizens, including its officials and security forces. Thus, it reinforced its disdainful position towards international legal regimes, a stand it had already taken when it decided to withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and not to ratify the Kyoto Protocol. This unilateralism even extended to the WTO on the issue of steel imports, though it eventually relented under economic pressure. 

Unilat key leadership

Dr Frank Harvey (Director of the Center for Foreign Policy Studies at Dalhousie University) August 2002 “GLOBALISM, TERRORISM and PROLIFERATION: Unilateral vs. Multilateral Approaches to Security After 9/11 and the Implications for Canada”
Two final points should be noted regarding the ‘choice’ between multilateralism and unilateralism. First, policy choices are not always a matter of ‘preferences’ but rather are products of systemic pressures that push leaders in one or another direction – imperatives, not choices, explain behaviour. “People and countries might shape systems, but systems shape countries and people. It is impossible to divorce the exercise of power from the context in which it is set….A singularly unipolar political structure will produce, absolutely inevitably, a unilateralist outcome….The sole viable alternative to unilateralism is not multilateralism, but isolationism.”59 In order to protect their own security and economic imperatives after 9/11, European, Canadian and Russian leaders simply cannot afford American isolationism and will reluctantly come to support almost any U.S. foreign policy initiative (unilateral or multilateral), even while criticizing the approach in public. Second, the unilateralism-multilateralism debate often creates a false dichotomy – there are no pure unilateralists or multi-lateralists, and ones preferences are likely to vary from issue to issue, region to region, threat to threat. Historically, American foreign policy has exhibited elements of both strategies – in fact, some recent descriptions of contemporary U.S. strategy include multiple bilateralism and à la carte multilateralism. But Washington tends to receive far more criticism for its unilateral initiatives than praise for its contributions to multilateralism. This often creates an exaggerated impression that Washington prefers unilateralism even when the record is more balanced. However, when it comes to American ‘security’ after 9/11 unilateral priorities are likely to prevail for the many reasons outlined in this report. In essence, multilateralism has become a liability and a security threat. It is perceived by Washington today as “a strategy by smaller states to tie the U.S. down like Gulliver among the Lilliputians. It is no wonder that France prefers a multi-polar and multilateral world, and less developed countries see multilateralism as in their interests, because it gives them some leverage on the United States.” These states are not driven by some higher moral imperative to create a truly global order based justice and international law; they are motivated by the same fundamental imperatives that drive American foreign policy: power, security, self interest and survival.
Extinction

Khalilzad, 95 
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
2nc unilateralism link

Soft power destroys US unilateralism – this evidence is reverse causal

Joseph Nye (Dean at Harvard) une 13 2002 International Herald Tribune
Many American allies say they resent the excessive unilateralism of the Bush administration's foreign policy. Ironically, in the 2000 election campaign, candidate George W. Bush aptly made the best case for a multilateral approach: "If we are an arrogant nation, they'll view us that way, but if we're a humble nation, they'll respect us." International rules bind America and limit its freedom of action, but they serve U.S. interests by binding others as well. And opportunities for foreigners to raise their voice and influence American policies constitute an important incentive for alliance. U.S. membership in a web of multilateral institutions ranging from the United Nations to NATO reduces U.S. policy autonomy. But, seen in the light of a constitutional bargain, the multilateralism of U.S. preeminence reduces the incentives for constructing alliances against America. Multilateralism is a matter of degree, and not all multilateral arrangements are good. Like other countries, the United States should occasionally use unilateral tactics. So how to choose? No country can rule out unilateral action in cases that involve vital survival interests. Self-defense is permitted under Article 51 of the UN Charter. Bush's military action in Afghanistan was largely unilateral, but was carried out against a backdrop of support from NATO allies and UN resolutions. Even when survival is not at stake, unilateral tactics sometimes help lead others to compromises that advance multilateral interests. During the Reagan administration, trade legislation that threatened unilateral sanctions if others did not negotiate helped create conditions that prodded other countries to move forward with the World Trade Organization and its dispute settlements mechanism. Some multilateral initiatives are recipes for inaction, or are contrary to American values. For example, the "new international information order" proposed by Unesco in the 1970s would have helped authoritarian governments to restrict freedom of the press. More recently, Russia and China prevented Security Council authorization of intervention to stop the human rights violations in Kosovo in 1999. Ultimately the United States decided to go ahead without Security Council approval. Even then the American intervention was not purely unilateral but carried out with strong support from allies in NATO. Some transnational issues are inherently multilateral and cannot be managed without the help of other countries. Climate change is a perfect example. The United States is the largest source of greenhouse gases, but three-quarters of the sources originate outside its borders. Without cooperation, the problem is beyond American control. The same is true of a long list of items: the spread of infectious diseases, the stability of global financial markets, the international trade system, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, narcotics trafficking, international crime syndicates, transnational terrorism. In addition, multilateralism is a means to get others to share the burden of providing public goods. Sharing also helps foster commitment to common values. Even militarily, the United States should rarely intervene alone. (Polls show that two-thirds of Americans prefer multilateral actions.) It pays a minority share of UN and NATO peacekeeping operations, and the legitimacy of a multilateral umbrella reduces collateral political costs. In choosing between multilateral and unilateral tactics, Washington should consider the effects of the decision on U.S. soft power, which can be destroyed by excessive unilateralism and arrogance. In balancing whether to use multilateral or unilateral tactics, or to adhere to or refuse to go along with particular multilateral initiatives, Americans have to consider how to explain their actions to others and what the effects will be on their soft power. In short, American foreign policy should have a general preference for multilateralism, but not all multilateralism. At times, America will have to go it alone. When it does so in pursuit of public goods which benefit others as well as Americans, the nature of the ends may substitute for the means in making U.S. power acceptable in the eyes of others. If America first makes an effort to consult others and try a multilateral approach, its occasional unilateral tactics are more likely to be forgiven. But if it succumbs to the unilateralist temptation too easily, it invites the criticisms that the Bush administration now faces. Moreover, America will often fail because of the intrinsically multilateral nature of transnational issues in a global age, and there will be costly effects on U.S. soft power.

Soft power causes coalitions – kills unilateralism

Joseph Nye (Dean at Harvard) April 14 2002 “This is No Time for Unilateralism”, Op-Ed, Boston Globe
And many of these transnational issues cannot be solved unilaterally or by theuse of military power.The good news for Americans is that the United States will likely remainthe world''s single most powerful country well into this new century. While potential coalitions to check American power could be created, it is unlikely that they would become firm alliances unless the United States handles its hard coercive power in an overbearing unilateral manner that undermines our attractive or soft power. As the German editor Joseph Joffe has written, "unlike centuries past,when war was the great arbiter, today the most interesting types ofpower do not come out of the barrel of a gun . . . Today there is a muchbigger payoff in `getting others to want what you want,'' and that has todo with cultural attraction and ideology and agenda setting . . ."On these measures, China, Russia, Japan, and even Western Europecannot match the influence of the United States. The United States could squander this soft power by heavy-handed unilateralism. The bad news for Americans in this three-dimensional power game of the21st century is that there are more and more things outside the control ofeven a superpower, such as international financial stability, controlling thespread of infectious diseases, cyber-crime and terrorism.Although the United States does well on the traditional measures, there isincreasingly more going on in the world that those measures fail tocapture. We must mobilize international coalitions to address sharedthreats and challenges.America needs the help and respect of other nations. We will be in troubleif our unilateralism prevents us from getting it.

2nc proliferation impact 

Unilateralism solves proliferation

Dr Frank Harvey (Director of the Center for Foreign Policy Studies at Dalhousie University) August 2002 “GLOBALISM, TERRORISM and PROLIFERATION: Unilateral vs. Multilateral Approaches to Security After 9/11 and the Implications for Canada”

The main challenge for proponents of the NACD regime is the lack of demonstrable proof that multilateral arms control actually works. As a regime with a very specific and straightforward set of objectives it has never achieved the kind of success that would warrant giving its proponents the moral or intellectual authority to dismiss unilateral alternatives, such as BMD.49 Without this evidence there is no logical, empirical, legal, moral, or policy relevant foundation for embracing multilateral arms control. Several additional points related to measuring the success and failure of the NACD regime should be noted. First, ongoing disagreements over appropriate criteria for measuring success and failure preclude definitive statements about the real (and relevant) contributions of the NACD regime. For instance, should we rejoice in the success of indefinite renewal of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, or remain highly sceptical of the treaty’s capacity to prevent signatories (including, but not limited to, China, Russia, Iran, North Korea, Iraq, Syria and Libya) from acquiring and/or selling prohibited WMD technology? Should we focus on the portion of any draft arms control treaty that achieves consensus, or the portion that remains contested because of a combination of insurmountable political, financial or military hurdles? Consider, for example, how much of the 450 pages of text in the most recent draft of the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention remain highlighted and bracketed – i.e., contested. Should we focus on the minutia of prenegotiation concessions on the location and timing of the next conference, chairmanship, conference schedules, etc., or should we acknowledge the fact that the combined efforts of those involved in virtually thousands of similar conferences have failed to stop WMD and ballistic missile technologies from proliferating to states who want them? Examples of NACD successes typically highlight less significant accomplishments in the area of ‘process’ rather than ‘outcome’, or minor revisions to the text of draft treaties, because these ‘successes’ are far easier to identify. But this approach simply lowers the bar for measuring progress – indeed, the evaluative criteria for the NACD regime is increasingly removed from straightforward questions about whether WMD technology continues to proliferate and how we can prevent it.50 Second, proponents of multilateralism are quick to offer as clear ‘evidence’ of success a long list of multilateral treaties, protocols, agreements and conventions51; nuclear weapon-free zones52; hundreds of multilateral declarations, verification programs, monitoring agreements, protocols, export control guidelines and clarifications/modifications/ amendments and other MOUs.53 In addition, multilateralists are likely to list as illustrations of progress hundreds of governmental and non-governmental institutions, organizations, conferences, annual meetings, boards and agencies with arms control, verification and monitoring mandates54; hundreds of U.N. resolutions and legal opinions designed to address proliferation55; hundreds of independent departments, intelligence agencies and legislative committees established by western governments (with billions of dollars invested world-wide) to solve one or another part of the proliferation puzzle; and virtually thousands of non-governmental organizations and think-tanks with the same mandate receiving hundreds of millions of dollars in public and private funds. All of this activity is held up as concrete evidence of what four decades of multilateral arms control and disarmament activity has accomplished -- incontrovertible evidence that multilateralism is alive and well.56 But evidence that multilateralism is rampant and spreading does not, in any way, constitute proof of successful multilateralism.57 Notwithstanding all of this activity there is no demonstrable proof that we have dealt effectively with the proliferation problem, or that the planet is any safer today than it was before we engaged in all of this activity. Indeed, nuclear, chemical and biological weapons (and their delivery vehicles) continue to proliferate and pose a more significant global threat today than ever before (please refer to the evidence outlined in Appendix I).
Extinction

Victor Utgoff (Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division at the Institute for Defense Analysis) 2002 “Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions” Summer Survival

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. This kind of world is in no nation’s interest.

Key global stability

Assertive unilateralism is necessary for world peace. The US can’t afford to be straight-jacketed by multilateralism

Michael Mazarr, adjunct professor of security studies at Georgetown University, Washington Quarterly, Spring, 2002
U.S. policy, meanwhile, will remain -- as it must and should -- a mixture of multilateral compromise and unilateral leadership. The issue is not one of a black-and-white choice, but of balance between the two. The United States sometimes defends principles and values that others find uncomfortable. This principled leadership often has value, and straight-jacketing U.S. policy with a compulsion to always be multilateral would not serve U.S. interests or world peace and security. At least some of the accords that the Bush administration rejected in its so-called unilateralist frenzy happened to be pretty rotten deals, the ignore-developing-nations'-pollution Kyoto accord and the verification-challenged biological weapons protocol chief among them. The developments generate sympathy for the argument of Steven Miller, who sees no particular reason to believe that a United States at war against terror must be a United States in love with multilateralism. The leadership challenge is a paradoxical and therefore maddening one: to promote a specific vision of international security unapologetically and to defend sometimes selfish interests and values while leading collaboratively and altruistically. Arguably, our single most important national security currency is at stake: other nations' and peoples' perceptions of U.S. power. 

Unilateralism preserves world peace – without special compensations, the US won’t secure stability

Michael Hirsh, former Foreign Editor of Newsweek, Foreign Affairs, September/October, 2002
The Europeans are learning during the war on terror what the Japanese learned in the Persian Gulf War: vast economic power gives you leverage mainly in economics, unless the will exists to turn it into something more. Europe can be a big dog at WTO talks and on issues such as antitrust, harrying giant U.S. multinationals such as ge and Microsoft. But as Japan found out upon Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait in 1990, global security is another matter. Tokyo proved during the Gulf War that it was not ready, it turned out, to be the new Rome of the "Pacific Century." And in this now-critical realm of hard power, Europe has, like Japan, been shown to be a "pygmy," to quote the rueful words used by NATO Secretary-General George Robertson. Few Europeans have appreciated the extent to which, when the Cold War ended, their relevance to Washington ended too. The institutions of the transatlantic community were built on the idea of great-power cooperation, a "concert of power," in Wilson's phrase, with America the superpower as first among equals. Never mind that the disparity of power between the United States and Europe was just as great at the end of World War II. The limitations of technology and the delicate balancing act of Cold War deterrence, of forward-based missiles and troops directed against the Soviet bloc, required real cooperation. After the Cold War, George H.W. Bush and Clinton made a good show of pretending nothing had changed. But in fact everything had. In a broad strategic sense there was no concert any more; there was only a one-man band. Nato, even as it expands as a political organization, is less relevant than ever to America's strategic considerations. Nato is still useful -- as it proved in the latter stages of the Afghan campaign -- but as an outpost of American power, rather than a partner to it. Well before September 11, the contours of this new world system began to take shape. But neither the Americans nor the Europeans fully acknowledged that their roles were being newly defined, and that was one reason for all the ill feeling as the war on terror commenced. Whether the world likes it or not, American power is now the linchpin of stability in every region, from Europe to Asia to the Persian Gulf to Latin America. It oversees the global system from unassailable heights, from space and from the seas. Since September 11, this is becoming true in long-neglected Central and South Asia as well. And if Bush has his way, this rise to hegemony will continue. As he said in his West Point speech, "America has, and intends to keep, military strengths beyond challenge." If America now faces the problem of how to behave on the world stage with too much power, Europe must confront the fact that its rhetoric too often outstrips its lack of power. If Europe is increasingly speaking with one voice on world crises such as the Middle East, this voice remains unbacked by a unified power structure. As German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer told me last May, "We are 200 years behind you. In an institutional way we have just now reached the level of the Federalist Papers." And European governments are still spending only tiny amounts on the much-touted European rapid-reaction force, which underneath the politesse of Foggy Bottom most of Washington mocks. So both sides, in truth, must make some adjustments. U.S. allies must accept that some U.S. unilateralism is inevitable, even desirable. This mainly involves accepting the reality of America's supreme might -- and, truthfully, appreciating how historically lucky they are to be protected by such a relatively benign power. It means understanding, for example, why the United States, as the global stabilizer most often called on for robust intervention, should get special consideration from the ICC. The standing division of labor should be acknowledged and expanded: the Europeans must chip in with peacekeeping just as the oil-guzzling Japanese, during the Gulf War, paid for much of that effort. With the nuclear shadow mostly lifted, many Europeans can no longer stomach the idea of being led by those simplistic, moralistic Americans. But if they want to be "postmodern" states that no longer wage war, they will have to pay the piper: Washington must take the lead in setting the agenda, even if it should not entirely dictate it.
Unilateralism key effective coalitions

Unilateral policies don’t inhibit strategic multilateral cooperation and better secure US interests

Michla Pomerance, “U.S. Multilateralism, Left and Right,” Professor of International Law at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Orbis, v46 issue 2, Spring, 2002
Mercifully, not all UN-sponsored conferences are as tainted as was Durban. How the United States should respond to UN initiatives should be decided on a case-by-case basis, by weighing the costs against the likely benefits of participation and abstention. Nevertheless, the lesson culled from Durban is valuable: a policy of unilateral abstention may sometimes be far more useful—for U.S. interests and multilateralism—than slavish participation. It may also be more moral. As noted by one observer, when discussing the matter of "collective legitimization" by the UN: `International organization,' `multilateral,' and `collective action' are all honorific words eliciting favorable connotations, especially among the generally liberal and internationalist elite sectors of public opinion. Thus, behind the frequent exhortations to policymakers to allow international organizations to play a greater role in national policies lies the implied assumption that collective bodies will exert a moderating, liberalizing, or enlightening influence. But this is not invariably so .... The organization may not so much legitimize the policy as the policy delegitimize the organization. But if Durban furnished ammunition for the Right multilateralist camp, did September 11 obliterate it and tilt the balance toward the Left multilateralist contentions, validating them retrospectively? Should one conclude (as did Thomas Friedman) that "the unilateralist message the Bush team sent from its first day in office—get rid of the climate treaty, forget the biological treaty, forget arms control, and if the world doesn't like it that's tough—has now come back to haunt us"? Would an earlier, more multilateralist approach by the Bush administration have more greatly facilitated the post-September 11 multilateral cooperation it so desperately sought? The assumption, though widely held, is unproven, unprovable, and highly improbable. Such international cooperation as was mustered by the administration in its counterterrorism campaign was motivated by an acknowledged convergence of interests in battling a scourge from which no state was exempt and, in some cases no doubt, fear of incurring U.S. wrath. The Bush team's earlier unilateralist message was simply irrelevant. There was therefore no more need after September 11 than before to embrace multilateralism obsequiously rather than instrumentally.

Unilateralism is necessary – obsession with multilateralism dissolves coalitions

Michla Pomerance, “U.S. Multilateralism, Left and Right,” Professor of International Law at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Orbis, v46 issue 2, Spring, 2002
First of all, despite the scathing criticism to which the new Bush administration was subjected at home and abroad throughout its first months in office, the maxim for the future should probably be, overall: "Play it again, [Uncle] Sam"—but with some necessary variations. Utilizing multilateral mechanisms in the service of the "national interest" is a legitimate enterprise, but the world and the United States cannot afford to allow that "interest" to be narrowly defined. The term should (and usually does) encompass the promotion of milieu goals, such as world order based on minimal standards of civilization and decency. Multilateral cooperation will continue to depend (perhaps more than ever) on resolute unilateralism and readiness to go-it-alone, if necessary. Only such an attitude furnishes the "cement" to hold coalitions together. What was true before September 11 remains true today: in the long run, a self-abasing, obsessive multilateralism serves the interest of neither the United States nor the enlightened world.

Unilateralism prevents foot-dragging and builds more effective coalitions

Andrew Denison, Political Science Department of the University of Bonn, analyst and publicist for various European and American institutes, “Shades of Multilateralism,” Discussion Paper, 2002, http://www.zei.de/download/zei_dp/dp_c106_denison.pdf, accessed 10/14/02

Responding to this outbreak of multilateralism, a chorus of more unilateralist voices countered that much of the fight against terrorism had to be done alone or it would not be done at all. Getting bogged down in consensus building is their fear — especially when the consensus is not seen as bringing any plus in capabilities. A strong current of thought in the United States has long been concerned about the country getting tripped up by European foot dragging. This rendition of the world resonates particularly well with the more conservative, more Republican constituencies across America. A variation of this theme argues that a muscular “go-it-alone” attitude is actually, paradoxically, an essential catalyst of international cooperation. This is a particularly good argument for winning over the more multilateralist spirits. The Carnegie Endowment’s Robert Kagan suggests that father Bush’s war against Iraq is very much such a model: “It was a policy of multilateralism, but preceded, as effective multilateralism must always be, by a unilateral determination to act.” Leadership issues are very much a part of the American foreign policy discourse. Many Americans see international cooperation flowing from strong leadership, that is, from the United States’ willingness to take initiative and risk. A Pax Americana, if not a Pax Atlantica, is not an entirely foreign idea to many an American. America may be a “reluctant sheriff” or a “reluctant imperialist,” but it leans that way nonetheless.

A2 backlash

The ABM proves the world will accept unilateralism

G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown Foreign Affairs, September/October, 2002
Finally, the new grand strategy attaches little value to international stability. There is an unsentimental view in the unilateralist camp that the traditions of the past must be shed. Whether it is withdrawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty or the resistance to signing other formal arms-control treaties, policymakers are convinced that the United States needs to move beyond outmoded Cold War thinking. Administration officials have noted with some satisfaction that America's withdrawal from the abm Treaty did not lead to a global arms race but actually paved the way for a historic arms-reduction agreement between the United States and Russia. This move is seen as a validation that moving beyond the old paradigm of great-power relations will not bring the international house down. The world can withstand radically new security approaches, and it will accommodate American unilateralism as well.

September 11 eased anger at US unilateralism

Michla Pomerance, “U.S. Multilateralism, Left and Right,” Professor of International Law at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Orbis, v46 issue 2, Spring, 2002
September 11 did not invalidate the occasional need for unilateral abstentionism. On the other hand, it accentuated yet again the dependence of multilateralism on unilateral American activism. Acceptance of that principle, however, could not settle further issues regarding the proper unilateral/multilateral mix, and these inevitably became the focus of new controversy. What was the extent and configuration of the multilateral involvement required to combat the terrorist threat? Was it possible, or even necessary, to reconstruct the Gulf War coalition of the elder Bush? Would the obsessive attempt to do so merely encumber the war on terrorism by forcing the United States to proceed on the basis of the lowest common denominator attainable? If America's battle was indeed global in scope, should the foremost Arab state sponsors of terrorism be included in the coalition while the principal victim of terrorism and its most experienced combatter over the last decades¯¯Israel¯¯is conspicuously excluded? Too obvious a double standard could only make the universalist counterterrorism rallying cry ring hollow, thereby adversely affecting the moral clarity needed to sustain a commitment to prolonged battle. For many, hoping some good might come out of evil, September 11 spawned expectations of a friendlier U.S. posture toward multilateral European and global organizations. As former national security advisor Brent Scowcroft wrote, a broad coalition "can help erase the reputation the United States has been developing of being unilateral and indifferent, if not arrogant, to others .... With the Europeans, it could provide the opportunity to reestablish the kind of cooperative warmth that used to characterize our relations."

A2 US needs help

The US can go it alone. Cooperation is a luxury, not a necessity

John Gibson, Fox News Network, August 14, 2002
An eye-popping piece in the "USA Today," it says that the America- hating craze of the Middle East has now fully morphed itself into the face of the average European and most frightfully morphed into the average Brit, our most stalwart of overseas supporters. And it isn't just editorial writers, says "USA Today," it's everyday citizens who launch into tirades against Americans they bump into on the street or in the office. Why? Because America, the world now realizes, is so big and so strong it can do whatever it likes and no one can stop America. America doesn't need help for a war and if America doesn't like the Kyoto Treaty or the International Criminal Court, America will simply walk away. It can and it will. So this has all the Lilliputians screaming bloody murder. How dare you be so big? How dare you not listen to us? How dare you not need us? That sound you hear is the frustrated stamping of tiny little feet. I say Lilliputians because the whole thing has got me thinking about Gulliver, who wandered the world in Jonathan Swift's mind and eventually met a civilization of teeny little people who tried to tie him down with their twine. All the Lilliputians will think I'm being prototypically American, arrogant, because I've drawn this very allusion, the American giant and the rest of the world, Lilliputians. But the Lilliputians put themselves in this position by telling us we need their permission to do anything, especially to defend ourselves from the very terrorists who hide among them in their liberal, forgiving, tolerant, and ultimately blind society. The Brits, for example, tolerate in their midst the most hateful and vicious of Islamic radicals who plan and scheme against America with the protection of the British government. The Lilliputians also don't like creeping American culture, the fast food joints and the music and the movies. OK. So does that mean the Lilliputians find all that junk so enticing they simply cannot resist? Mostly, the Lilliputians don't want us to be able to defend ourselves without their permission or help. They resent it, oh, so much that we, the world's only Gulliver, can stomp Saddam Hussein if we decide we need to and either the Lilliputians will have to side with us or they'll stand around clucking their tongues and stamping their little feet. It's tough being Gulliver. It's pitiful to be a Lilliputian. They should grow up.

The US can win the war on terror as the Lone Ranger – it’s a coalition by itself

Steven Miller, director of the International Security Program, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, at the JFK School of Government at Harvard, Washington Quarterly, Winter, 2002
Political support for Washington is generally assumed, if not demanded; military contributions from others are in general neither sought nor needed.  Of course, the United States needs overflight rights and staging areas in South or  Central Asia in order to conduct military operations against the Taliban and bin Laden in Afghanistan.  The United States is not, however, mobilizing, and does not need to mobilize, a great coalition war machine to conduct this campaign. Indeed, in recent wars, allied military contributions have been politically expedient but operationally inconvenient -- and they come at the cost of giving  allies a complicating voice in the councils of war.  More than any other state,  the United States is able to operate militarily as a  lone ranger  (perhaps with Great Britain in the role of trusty sidekick).  Its surfeit of military power gives it the luxury to operate from a position of superiority against any conceivable opponent, and its long-range striking power gives it  unilateral  military options available to no other state.  Not all political problems are amenable to military solutions, but from a military perspective the United States does not need to renovate its foreign policy in order to assemble a large coalition of fighting forces.
A2 other nations solve

US power is indispensable. No other nation can fill the gap

Tony Judt, Director of the Remarque Institute at New York University, “Its Own Worst Enemy,” The New York Review of Books, August 15, 2002, http://www.nybooks.com/articles/15632, accessed 10/14/02

To foreign critics, these contradictions in American behavior suggest hypocrisy—perhaps the most familiar of the accusations leveled at the US. They are all the more galling because, hypocritical or not, America is indispensable. Without American participation, most international agreements are dead letters. American leadership seems to be required even in cases—such as Bosnia between 1992 and 1995 —where the British and their fellow Europeans had the means to resolve the crisis unaided. The US is cruelly unsuited to play the world's policeman—Washington's attention span is famously short, even in chronically troubled regions like Kashmir, the Balkans, the Middle East, or Korea—but it seems to have no choice. Meanwhile everyone else, but the Europeans especially, resent the United States when it fails to lead, but also when it leads too assertively.

A2 cooperation

Cooperation is inevitable with unilateralism

Charles Krauthammer (Pulitzer Prize Journalist for the Washington Post) 2002 “AMERICAN UNILATERALISM”, http://www.amigospais-guaracabuya.org/oagim015.php
The prudent exercise of power calls for occasional concessions on non-vital issues, if only to maintain some psychological goodwill. There’s no need for gratuitous high-handedness or arrogance. We shouldn’t, however, delude ourselves as to what psychological goodwill can buy. Countries will cooperate with us first out of their own self-interest, and second out of the need and desire to cultivate good relations with the world’s unipolar power. Warm feelings are a distant third. After the attack on the U.S.S. Cole, Yemen did everything it could to stymie the American investigation. It lifted not a finger to suppress terrorism at home, and this was under an American administration that was obsessively multilateralist and accommodating. Yet today, under the most unilateralist American administration in memory, Yemen has decided to assist in the war on terrorism. This was not the result of a sudden attack of Yemeni goodwill, or of a quick re-reading of the Federalist Papers. It was a result of the war in Afghanistan, which concentrated the mind of recalcitrant states on the price of non-cooperation. Coalitions are not made by superpowers going begging hat in hand; they are made by asserting a position and inviting others to join. What even pragmatic realists fail to understand is that unilateralism is the high road to multilateralism. It was when the first President Bush said that the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait would not stand, and made it clear that he was prepared to act alone if necessary, that he created the Gulf War coalition.
Unilateralism still utilizes cooperation

Charles Krauthammer (Pulitzer Prize Journalist for the Washington Post) 2002 “AMERICAN UNILATERALISM”, http://www.amigospais-guaracabuya.org/oagim015.php
America’s Special Role Of course, unilateralism does not mean seeking to act alone. One acts in concert with others when possible. It simply means that one will not allow oneself to be held hostage to others. No one would reject Security Council support for war on Iraq or for any other action. The question is what to do if, at the end of the day, the Security Council or the international community refuses to back us? Do we allow ourselves to be dictated to on issues of vital national interest? The answer has to be “no,” not just because we are being willful, but because we have a special role, a special place in the world today, and therefore a special responsibility.
Multilateralism doesn’t create cooperation

Charles Krauthammer (Pulitzer Prize Journalist for the Washington Post) 2002 “AMERICAN UNILATERALISM”, http://www.amigospais-guaracabuya.org/oagim015.php
The attacks of September 11 were planned during the Clinton administration, an administration that made a fetish of consultation and did its utmost to subordinate American hegemony. Yet resentments were hardly assuaged, because extremist rage against the U.S. is engendered by the very structure of the international system, not by our management of it. Pragmatic realists value multilateralism in the interest of sharing burdens, on the theory that if you share decision-making, you enlist others in your own hegemonic enterprise. As proponents of this school argued recently in Foreign Affairs, “Straining relationships now will lead only to a more challenging policy environment later on.” This is a pure cost-benefit analysis of multilateralism versus unilateralism. If the concern about unilateralism is that American assertiveness be judiciously rationed and that one needs to think long-term, hardly anybody will disagree. One does not go it alone or dictate terms on every issue. There’s no need to. On some issues, such as membership in the World Trade Organization, where the long-term benefit both to the U.S. and to the global interest is demonstrable, one willingly constricts sovereignty. Trade agreements are easy calls, however, free trade being perhaps the only mathematically provable political good. Other agreements require great skepticism. The Kyoto Protocol on climate change, for example, would have had a disastrous effect on the American economy, while doing nothing for the global environment. Increased emissions from China, India and other third-world countries which are exempt from its provisions clearly would have overwhelmed and made up for whatever American cuts would have occurred. Kyoto was therefore rightly rejected by the Bush administration. It failed on its merits, but it was pushed very hard nonetheless, because the rest of the world supported it. The same case was made during the Clinton administration for chemical and biological weapons treaties, which they negotiated assiduously under the logic of, “Sure, they’re useless or worse, but why not give in, in order to build good will for future needs?” The problem is that appeasing multilateralism does not assuage it; appeasement only legitimizes it. Repeated acquiescence on provisions that America deems injurious reinforces the notion that legitimacy derives from international consensus. This is not only a moral absurdity. It is injurious to the U.S., because it undermines any future ability of the U.S. to act unilaterally, if necessary. 

A2 9/11 disproves

September 11TH proves unilateralism is preferable

Charles Krauthammer (Pulitzer Prize Journalist for the Washington Post) 2002 “AMERICAN UNILATERALISM”, http://www.amigospais-guaracabuya.org/oagim015.php
Ironically, September 11 accentuated and accelerated this unipolarity. It did so in three ways. The first and most obvious was the demonstration it brought forth of American power. In Kosovo, we had seen the first war ever fought and won exclusively from the air, which gave the world a hint of the recent quantum leap in American military power. But it took September 11 for the U.S. to unleash, with concentrated fury, a fuller display of its power in Afghanistan. Being a relatively pacific commercial republic, the U.S. does not go around looking for demonstration wars. This one being thrust upon it, it demonstrated that at a range of 7,000 miles, with but a handful of losses and a sum total of 426 men on the ground, it could destroy, within weeks, a hardened fanatical regime favored by geography and climate in a land-locked country that was already well known as the graveyard of empires. Without September 11, the giant would surely have slept longer. The world would have been aware of America’s size and potential, but not its ferocity and full capacities. Secondly, September 11 demonstrated a new kind of American strength. The center of our economy was struck, aviation was shut down, the government was sent underground and the country was rendered paralyzed and fearful. Yet within days, the markets reopened, the economy began its recovery, the president mobilized the nation and a unified Congress immediately underwrote a huge worldwide war on terror. The Pentagon, with its demolished western façade still smoldering, began planning the war. The illusion of America’s invulnerability was shattered, but with the demonstration of its recuperative powers, that sense of invulnerability assumed a new character. It was transmuted from impermeability to resilience – the product of unrivaled human, technological and political reserves. The third effect of September 11 was the realignment it caused among the great powers. In 1990, our principal ally was NATO. A decade later, the alliance had expanded to include some of the former Warsaw Pact countries. But several major powers remained uncommitted: Russia and China flirted with the idea of an anti-hegemonic alliance, as they called it. Some Russian leaders made ostentatious visits to little outposts of the ex-Soviet Empire like North Korea and Cuba. India and Pakistan sat on the sidelines. Then came September 11, and the bystanders lined up. Pakistan immediately made a strategic decision to join the American camp. India enlisted with equal alacrity. Russia’s Putin, seeing a coincidence of interests with the U.S. in the war on terror and an opportunity to develop a close relation with the one remaining superpower, fell into line. Even China, while remaining more distant, saw a coincidence of interest with the U.S. in fighting Islamic radicalism, and so has cooperated in the war on terror and has not pressed competition with the U.S. in the Pacific.

***turkey***

Turkey 1nc

US Turkish relations have been crushed due to a lack of soft power – the plan reverses that

Laciner, 07 – Writer for the Turkish Weekly and Director for the USAK (Sedat, “While the West Loses Its Soft Power”)

The most important reason for the Western global hegemony for the rest of the World has been its ‘soft power’ in the fields of politics, economy, art, sport, science, education and morality. The rest of the World felt that they had already been defeated before the West’s incomparable power. The West’s invincibility and inapproachable hegemony were providing to the Western World an influence over the rest beyond its natural limit and real power. Thus not only Turkey but also other developing countries has followed it and imitated the Western World, and perceived it as the ne plus ultra  for more than a century. Although the Western ‘legend’ deteriorated during the World Wars and the Cold War it was still strong until recent years. Western countries have skillfully used this power in the fields of diplomacy and politics.  Especially most of the leaders and the intellectuals in the Muslim world accepted the West’s hegemony at the beginning and they obeyed to the West without any significant resisting. Of course there was a real gap between the West and the East, yet the gap in the minds of the East was larger than the fact. The West perception in the Eastern mind has long provided easy victories for the Western states. However this ‘soft’ power has recently been weakening significantly: The rise of Chinese, Indian, Turkish and Brazilian economies etc. has the responsibility in some degrees for the West’s deterioration in the in the field of economy, sports and some other areas. But the relatively more fundamental fields for the Western superiority have always been politics and morality. 

US-Turkey relations empower Turkey aggression that causes instability and will spark a conflicts with Syria and the Middle East region 

Ted Galen Carpenter (Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute) January 1999 “U.S. Policy toward Turkey: A Study in Double Standards”, http://www.hri.org/forum/intpol/carpenter.html
The strategy of making Turkey a keystone American ally is myopic and potentially very dangerous. U.S. policymakers have been down a similar path before--with disastrous results. During much of the Cold War, Washington treated Iran as an indispensable ally and an important stabilizing force in the region. President Jimmy Carter's infamous 1977 New Year's Eve toast praising the shah for making Iran "an island of stability" in a turbulent part of the world encapsulated long-standing U.S. assumptions.21 Washington had used the Central Intelligence Agency to orchestrate a coup to oust Iran's democratic government in 1953 and put the shah back on his throne. Thereafter, it appeared that the shah's regime could do no wrong in the eyes of U.S. policymakers. Not only did Washington ignore Teheran's massive human rights abuses, but it remained silent as the shah systematically suppressed democratic opponents. Washington's indulgent policy toward the authoritarian behavior of Turkey's military is eerily reminiscent of the U.S. policy toward Iran under the shah. We are still paying a steep price for the latter folly.  Perhaps even worse, Washington's incessant courtship of Ankara is giving Turkey an inflated sense of its own strategic importance. That courtship is also encouraging (one assumes inadvertently) abrasive, indeed aggressive, behavior on the part of Turkey. Turkey's assumption that it is Washington's essential ally could cause Ankara to provoke a war with Greece over Cyprus or over control of islands in the Aegean.22 Likewise, the perception of U.S. acquiescence, if not outright support, might encourage Turkey to seek a new confrontation with Syria or one of its other neighbors over some other issue. For example, Ankara has already imposed a brutal economic blockade against Armenia because of that country's armed struggle with Azerbaijan over control of the latter's predominantly Armenian enclave of Nakorno-Karabakh. A scenario in which Turkey might choose to escalate its coercion against Armenia is hardly fanciful. The Clinton administration's pro-Turkish tilt is based on multiple misconceptions. One fallacy is that Turkey is an indispensable strategic ally. In reality, the United States does not have vital security or economic interests in that part of the world--especially when there is no longer the need to contain the expansionist ambitions of a rival superpower. In particular, the importance of the Caspian oil supply is vastly overrated.23 The world already is awash in oil, and given the rapid advancements in discovery techniques and extraction technologies, it is retrograde thinking to regard oil as a scarce and vital commodity.24 Unless the United States and other oil-consuming nations replicate their economically illiterate energy policies of the 1970s, oil prices (already nearing record lows in inflation-adjusted terms) are likely to follow the prices of other plentiful commodities to even lower levels. There is no need to support Turkey to gain control of the supposedly essential Caspian oil output. A second fallacy is that Turkey's political system is stable and reliably pro-American. In fact, Turkey is a Potemkin democracy with an authoritarian military elite holding ultimate political power in its own hands. The country is also beset by massive corruption, a serious (albeit perhaps waning) secessionist problem, and a potent Islamist movement.25 Building U.S. strategic ties with such an ally is akin to constructing a fortress on quicksand. Finally, the worst fallacy is the pervasive assumption of U.S. policymakers that Turkey is a stabilizing regional power that will help the United States to maintain a relatively benign status quo in the region. To the contrary, Turkey shows signs of being a revisionist--and perhaps an aggressively revisionist--power. Several of its actions in recent years--especially those directed toward Greece, Syria, and Armenia--are typical of a country that has ambitions to become a regional hegemon. Even its behavior regarding the crises in the Balkans, although somewhat less aggressive, is consistent with that pattern. Washington apparently assumes that its policy agenda and Ankara's are compatible, if not congruent. But U.S. leaders must consider the very real possibility that Ankara may have ambitions that would be disruptive to the region and undermine U.S. objectives. Washington's indulgent double standard toward Turkey is objectionable on the grounds of hypocrisy, but there is a more pragmatic reason that it should be abandoned forthwith. By treating Turkey as an indispensable ally, the United States may be sowing the seeds of regional disorder and perhaps even armed conflict that might otherwise be avoidable. It is not America's responsibility to preserve peace and stability throughout the eastern Mediterranean and the Middle East, but Washington should at least not pursue policies that increase the prospect of tragedy. 
Turkey/Syria war leads to Assad coup and WMD use, ensures international draw in and escalation

Guray Al (First Lieutenant for the Turkish army, B.S. at the Turkish Military Academy) December 2001 “Turkey’s Response to Threats of Weapons of Mass Destruction” http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA401656&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
In an armed confrontation, Ankara is well placed to achieve an operational success. Syria is preoccupied on other fronts, the Golan Heights and Lebanon, and is in no position to confront Turkey openly.226 Turkey's ground forces are twice as large as Syria's and more combat-experienced, and most of Syria's ground orders of battle are pinned down on the Golan or in Lebanon. 227 Moreover, according to some analysts, Turkey reckons that Damascus, fearing Turkish-Israeli military coordination, would feel uncomfortable redeploying significant forces to its border with Turkey. Therefore, Turkey could easily make a quick advance in days deep inside Syrian territory, and the Syrian army could suffer enormous casualties. If Syrian forces are unable to halt the Turkish offensives, then it is highly possible that Syria might consider using weapons of mass destruction to stem Turkish incursions into Syrian territory. A serious PKK-related Turkish-Syrian clash in this manner could have significant consequences for Turkey. Although a large-scale Turkish intervention aimed at toppling the Syrian leadership is unlikely, an unequivocal Syrian ground-defeat might well weaken the current regime and perhaps change the dynamics in the Middle East peace process in favor of Israel. 228The situation could easily evolve into a directly threatening character for the survival of the Assad regime. After being defeated on three occasions on the conventional battlefield in 1967, 1973 and 1982, Syria might consider using WMD against Turkey if the Syrian leadership deemed a total defeat inevitable or the survival of the regime is at stake. According to Ian O. Lesser, under such conditions, use of WMD against Turkey is a distinct possibility: In the case of an open confrontation, if significant amount of Syrian territory is lost or the survival of the Assad regime is threatened, it is not beyond imagining that Syria might employ Scud B and Scud C missiles against Turkish targets, possibly including Ankara. Adana and Iskenderun would be particularly vulnerable. In this case the prospects for escalation would increase, as would the incentives for Turkey to explore future deterrent strategies outside a NATO framework.229 However, there are costs for using such weapons, both politically and militarily. If attacked by Syrian CBW, Turkey might retaliate massively with its superior airforce capabilities and more importantly; this might invoke a NATO Article 5 response. This scenario alone gives the Assad regime and Syria's other security elite an incentive for caution against Turkey. However, Turkish defense planners should not dismiss a potential Syrian CBW use because, if the regime in Damascus is convinced that a NATO response is not forthcoming, Syria would most likely consider using CBW against Turkish forces under certain circumstances.
The impact*

John Steinbach 2002 “Israeli Nuclear weapons: a threat to piece”, March 3, http://www.converge.org.nz/pma/mat0036.htm
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." 

2nc turkey link wall (1)

The Turkish people and parliament look towards US soft power to determine the countries relations – the current decrease in US soft power has severed good relations between both countries – that’s Laciner 

Deterioration of US soft power has crushed Turkish relations

Laciner, 07 – Writer for the Turkish Weekly and Director for the USAK (Sedat, “While the West Loses Its Soft Power”)
Contrary to supposed opinion, the main reason of deterioration was not the 11 September attacks alone, but it was the Western strategy and state of mind shaped by the 9/11 attacks. Before 9/11 whenever Turkey had a human rights violation problem, the West had been given as an example for Turkey to be inspired. Whenever there was a crises in Turkish parliament it had always been said that Turkish parliament had to take example of the English parliament or Turkish policemen had to take example of French policemen and Turkish courts had to take example of Germen or Swiss courts. It was proposed that the countries like the U.S., Italy and Belgium had been given as examples for the overcoming of rigidity of law and articles of laws violating the human rights. After 9/11 the World had innumerable traumatic events insomuch as that it became very difficult to quote as precedent of the West on the issues of democratization, respect to human rights for Turkey. Thanks to the recent reforms, Turkey is now not worse than any Western country in terms of democratization, human rights and minority rights. At least the gap is now narrower. The Germans in Turkey for example are more comfortable and free than the Turks in Germany. Turkish people still remembers the arbitrary abuses committed by the US forces in the Abu Ghurayb prison, Iraq. As the American media reported that all the torture inflicted by US troops was an official policy of the U.S., all the tortures subjected by torturer U.S. military were coming under the cognizance of their commanders and it is not a secret that the American Secretary of Defense was aware of all these human right abuses in Iraq. Abu Ghurayb ‘disaster’ is not an exception in American policies. Almost every day, news comes out regarding torture, rape, massacre etc. committed by the Americans in Iraq or Afghanistan. The latest news was that some of the US soldiers raped a girl, killed the rest of her family and burned their home. Guantanamo is another shame on humanity. The implementations in Guantanamo have not seen in any Turkish prisons through out the history. It is true; torture is a reality which would not be denied by the Middle Eastern countries. But today methods of torture similar to Guantanamo case have not systematically and consciously been employing in any Middle Eastern countries. None of the Middle Eastern countries’ policemen mishandle holy books by urinating on or walking on top of them as experienced in Guantanamo Prison. Unfortunately, many abuse and violation in Afghanistan follow the ones in Guantanamo and Abu Ghurayb. Similar to the Iraqi case, the US soldiers have killed innumerable Afghan men and women. The American occupation solved no economic or social problem of ordinary Afghan men. The leaders have been changed, more people killed, yet the all of the real problems are there. The worst thing is that the US and the West in general have been making efforts to make all these mistakes permanent by making laws. Today the British law for instance is more rigid than Turkish terrorism act and it gives more authorization to its police forces than Turkey gives. Even their custody period in the British system is like punishment time. Thanks to the new law, US intelligent services are now able to eavesdrop on terror suspects without any warrant. And this paranoia in law making has increasingly been continuing. In the US one of the presidential candidates can say that United States should reserve the right to bomb Islam’s two holiest cities, Mecca and Medina, in retaliation for any attack on American territories. One of the Democratic Party members and candidate for Presidency is talking about a possible occupation of Pakistan and arrestment of its leader. We understand that the US promises more blood and violence. It is becoming more difficult to be a foreigner in the U.S. and Europe. Even Netherlands and Germany, known as liberal countries, lay down rules prepared with a racist logic. In brief the West has been thoroughly losing its model characteristic. The West’s soft power has been evaporating though it will need more soft power against global terrorism.

2nc turkey link wall (2)

Relation’s lead to Turkish adventurism

Carpenter, 99 (Ted Galen; Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, 11/16 “Washington's Turkish Blinders” http://www.justice4cyprus.org/Archive_cato%20institute.htm)

In short, the Greeks are angry because it is all too evident that Turkey has become Washington's pet ally and that Ankara can get away with murder -- sometimes literally. The underlying reason for the pro-Turkish bias was expressed candidly by U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Richard Holbrooke. According to Holbrooke, Turkey is as important to the United States and NATO in the post-Cold War era as West Germany was during the Cold War. A government that regards Turkey as such an indispensable ally is not likely to let minor blemishes like military aggression, ethnic cleansing or contempt for democratic norms preclude a close relationship.   Washington's indulgent attitude is short-sighted as well as hypocritical. U.S. policymakers regard Turkey as a bulwark against Islamic radicalism and as a stabilizing influence in the Balkans, the Middle East and Central Asia. The first assumption is questionable, given the strength of radical Islamic elements inside Turkey; the second assumption is wholly fallacious.   Turkey shows signs of being a disruptive, revisionist power, not a stabilizing, status quo power. In addition to Ankara's intransigence regarding Cyprus, Turkey imposed a brutal economic blockade against Armenia and has threatened to use force to settle disputes with Syria. Worst of all is Ankara's conduct toward Greece. Turkish air force planes routinely violate Greek air space and engage in other forms of harassment, and Ankara continues to press claims to Greek islands in the Aegean. Again, the United States not only fails to condemn such behavior, it is receptive to Turkey's dubious territorial claims.   Although there has been much press speculation about an improvement in Greco-Turkish relations as a result of humanitarian cooperation in the aftermath of the earthquakes that damaged both countries, the conciliatory actions have thus far been overwhelmingly one way. For example, Greece has dropped its opposition to Turkey's becoming a candidate for membership in the European Union. Turkey promptly pocketed that concession but has not reciprocated with concessions on Cyprus or any other issue.   It is, of course, not Washington's responsibility to compel Ankara to cease its offensive behavior. But the United States should at least not be Turkey's enabler. Unfortunately, Washington's flagrant double standard encourages Turkish officials' inflated sense of their country's strategic importance and may even encourage them to conclude that they can pursue aggressive measures against neighboring countries with U.S. acquiescence, if not tacit approval. The demonstrations convulsing Greece are at least partly a response to Washington's hypocrisy. It is a message the administration should heed.

2nc missile defense impact

US-Turkey relations is key to the deployment of boost phase interceptors

F. Stephen Larrabee (Corporate Chair in European Security at the RAND Corporation) and Ian Lesser (Senior Transatlantic Fellow at German Marshall Fund) 2003 Turkish Foreign Policy in an Age of Uncertainty, p. 184

Fifth, the rationale for a “strategic” relationship will go beyond Turkey's geographic position in relation to regions of shared concern. Many of the most prominent foreign and security policy problems in the new environment are transregional. A prominent example is the challenge of missile proliferation. Ankara's perspective on this issue is perhaps closest to that of the United States, and Turkey's interest in missile defenses is correspondingly strong. Turkish-U.S. dialogue and cooperation on missile defense could emerge as an important subset of the increasingly energetic transatlantic debate on this topic. If a regionally based or “boost-phase” missile defense architecture is pursued, parts of this system might well be based in Turkey, at which point this will move from a conceptual to a practical issue in the bilateral relationship. 

Deployment will spark an international space arms race that will make war inevitable and kill us all

Gordon R. Mitchell (Associate Professor of Communication) Kevin J. Ayotte (Teaching Fellow Department of Communication at University of Pittsburgh) and David Cram Helwich (Teaching Fellow Department of Communication at University of Pittsburgh) July 2001 “Missile Defence: Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads”,  ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defence, No. 6, http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html

As defense analyst Daniel Gonzales notes, a prerequisite to deployment of space control weaponry '… may well be a determined effort to develop a national ballistic missile defense system and a related decision to renegotiate key elements of the ABM Treaty or to abrogate the treaty entirely. Until then, it is difficult to see how robust anti-ASAT weapon systems could be developed, tested and fielded'.31  Since any US attempt to overtly seize military control of outer space would likely stir up massive political opposition both home and abroad, defence analyst James Oberg anticipates that 'the means by which the placement of space-based weapons will likely occur is under a second US space policy directive — that of ballistic missile defense… This could preempt any political umbrage from most of the world's influential nations while positioning the US as a guarantor of defense from a universally acclaimed threat'. 32 In this scenario, ABM Treaty breakout, conducted under the guise of missile defence, functions as a tripwire for unilateral US military domination of the heavens.  A buildup of space weapons might begin with noble intentions of 'peace through strength' deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that '… the presence of space weapons…will result in the increased likelihood of their use'.33 This drift toward usage is strengthened by a strategic fact elucidated by Frank Barnaby: when it comes to arming the heavens, 'anti-ballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare technologies go hand-in-hand'.34  The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent 'dual capability' of spaceborne weapon components. As Marc Vidricaire, Delegation of Canada to the UN Conference on Disarmament, explains: 'If you want to intercept something in space, you could use the same capability to target something on land'. 35 To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock out enemy missiles in mid-flight, such interceptors can also be used as orbiting 'Death Stars', capable of sending munitions hurtling through the Earth's atmosphere.  The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense 'use or lose' pressure into strategic calculations, with the spectre of split-second attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting Death Stars with automated 'hair trigger' devices. In theory, this automation would enhance survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict.  Yale sociologist Charles Perrow has analyzed 'complexly interactive, tightly coupled' industrial systems such as space weapons, which have many sophisticated components that all depend on each other's flawless performance. According to Perrow, this interlocking complexity makes it impossible to foresee all the different ways such systems could fail. As Perrow explains, '[t]he odd term "normal accident" is meant to signal that, given the system characteristics, multiple and unexpected interactions of failures are inevitable'.36 Deployment of space weapons with pre-delegated authority to fire death rays or unleash killer projectiles would likely make war itself inevitable, given the susceptibility of such systems to 'normal accidents'.  It is chilling to contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to retired Lt. Col. Robert M. Bowman, 'even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage — even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!'. 37 In the same Star Wars technology touted as a quintessential tool of peace, defence analyst David Langford sees one of the most destabilizing offensive weapons ever conceived: 'One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people'.38 Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to space weapon attack would retaliate with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.
2nc EU relations impact

US-Turkish Relations crush US-EU relations

Larrabee and Lesser, 03 (F. Stephen, senior staff member at RAND; Ian O.; Vice President, Director of Studies, at the Pacific Council on International Policy in Los Angeles Turkish Foreign Policy in the Age of Uncertainty www.rand.org)
The events of September 11 are also likely to have an important effect on Turkey’s relationship with the United States—and indirectly the EU. Turkey has always seen a strong tie to Washington as an important component of its security. The United States, in turn, has been one of Turkey’s strongest allies and has been more supportive than many EU members of key Turkish priorities such as the construction of the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline, the campaign against PKK terrorism, and Turkey’s quest for EU membership. The United States has strongly supported Turkey’s candidacy for EU membership, largely for strategic reasons. In the past, U.S. “lobbying” for Turkey’s candidacy often was a source of friction in U.S.-European relations.38 However, with the Helsinki decision, the United States essentially achieved its main objective—to ensure that Turkey was accepted as a genuine candidate for EU membership—and tensions between the United States and its European allies over Turkey largely subsided, especially since it was evident that Turkey still had a long way to go before it would actually be ready to join the EU. The events of September 11, however, have served to strengthen the U.S.-Turkish strategic partnership and could cast the issue of Turkey’s membership in the EU in a new light. Washington sees Ankara as a critical ally in the war against terrorism. Thus, for strategic reasons it may be more inclined in the future to side with Turkey in disputes with the EU. This, in turn, could lead to the reemergence of the tensions that characterized U.S.-EU relations in the period leading up to Helsinki. P. 69

Transatlantic relations are key to counterterrorism, global stability, and a host of other issues

Moravsick, 03 (Andrew; Professor – Government and Director – European Union Program at Harvard, “Striking a New Transatlantic Bargain” Foreign Affairs July/August l/n)
The transatlantic partnership remains the most important diplomatic relationship in the world, and so the allies have much to protect. Together, the United States and Europe account for 70 percent of world trade. The success of the Doha Round of global trade negotiations -- which promises much for the developing world -- could contribute greatly to long-term global security. Ongoing cooperation on intelligence and law enforcement is indispensable to successful counterterrorism. An expanded NATO is now widely recognized as a force for democracy and stability. Western governments have unanimously authorized a dozen humanitarian interventions over the last ten years. They work together on many other issues, including human rights, environmental policy, disease control, and financial regulation. Failure to cauterize and contain disputes such as that over Iraq threatens all of this cooperation, as would any deliberate U.S. strategy of trying to weaken or divide international organizations like the UN, the EU, or NATO.

2nc arm sales impact

Relation’s lead to arms sales

Larrabee and Lesser 03 (F. Stephen, senior staff member at RAND; Ian O.; Vice President, Director of Studies, at the Pacific Council on International Policy in Los Angeles, Turkish Foreign Policy in the Age of Uncertainty www.rand.org)
A third and long-standing Turkish interest concerns access to American military equipment, training, and defense-industrial cooperation. Turkey is in the midst of a major military modernization program—one that is likely to remain substantial even in the wake of economic difficulties. Important aspects of the modernization program anticipate the purchase of American equipment or U.S. source technology.12 Throughout the Cold War and to the present day, the United States has been the leading supplier of defense goods and services to Turkey, a relationship that has persisted despite the end of formal security assistance and periodic crises over arms transfers. 13 Despite efforts at diversification, Turkey still conducts roughly 80 percent of its defense-industrial activity with the United States.14 Large numbers of Turkish officers have trained in the United States and military-to-military habits of cooperation are strong, although Turkish military contacts with other NATO allies—and Israel—are becoming more frequent and may eventually dilute an outlook that has been heavily focused on the United States.    The Turkish military has a clear preference for American systems, but is troubled by the unpredictability of American, and especially congressional, attitudes toward sales to Turkey. The experience of the 1964 “Johnson letter” linking the American security guarantee vis-à-vis the Soviet Union to Turkey’s policy on Cyprus, and the outright arms embargo following the 1974 conflict on the island, have had an enduring effect on Turkish perceptions. In recent years, disputes over the transfer of American frigates, attack helicopters, and other advanced weaponry have arisen against a background of congressional concern over Turkey’s human rights situation and fear of fueling an arms race in the Aegean. At the height of bilateral tensions over these issues in the mid-1990s, many Turks came to believe that the country faced a de facto American arms embargo, and the coexistence of supportive and punitive policies emanating from Washington raised the question of whether Ankara was regarded as an ally or a rogue state.15 P. 171-2

Arms acquisitions risk pre-emptive war Between Turkey and Greece

Dyer et al, 98 (Diplomacy and Arms: West Sends Mixed Messages to Aegean Adversaries by Tasos Kokkinides, Lucy Amis and Nino Lorenzini ;edited by Susannah L. Dyer) Basic Papers #29 www.basicint.org)
The Greek and Turkish arsenals have been increasing in qualitative and quantitative terms, with no end in sight (see Tables 2.1 and 2.2). New procurement plans emphasising the introduction of a dangerous new level of air and naval power in the region and the stockpiling of sophisticated offensive weaponry will increase the likelihood of accidental war and makes the option of a surprise or pre-emptive attack more attractive.  After the Cold War ended, NATO allies sent thousands of offensive military weapons to Greece and Turkey, including main battle tanks, attack helicopters, armoured personnel vehicles, artillery and combat aircraft. Under NATO’s "cascade" programme, the Alliance withdrew this equipment from its central front and transferred it to the two Aegean powers.  Adding fuel to the fire, both have announced massive procurement programmes for their armed forces. Greece plans to spend $24 billion over the next eight years (see Table 2.3). Turkey has committed to a programme costing $31 billion over the next decade in the first stage of a massive programme expected to reach almost $150 billion over the next 25 to 30 years (see Table 2.4). The United States and other NATO allies appear to welcome the opportunity to increase their own weapons exports. Despite the inherent risk of war, they are continuing to supply Greece and Turkey with advanced weaponry. If a war were to occur between the two adversaries, the bulk of weaponry would be of US origin or from European NATO countries. For example, the fiscal year 1999 Defence Appropriations Act would authorise the US Secretary of the Navy to transfer 14 vessels to Turkey and 11 to Greece. This surplus equipment includes Knox- and Perry- class frigates, and Adams- and KIDD- class guided missile destroyers.   These procurement programmes are aimed at power projection beyond the Aegean. Both countries are developing the necessary capabilities to fight a war in Cyprus. For example, planned military procurement in Greece would result in the deployment of a credible deterrent posture in Cyprus and would also allow the Greek air force to operate effectively deep inside Turkish territory. Both countries have requested the US-made F-15E fighter aircraft, an addition that would double the reach of their respective air forces. Turkey has asked for 40 F-15s and Greece plans to add 30-40 new fighter aircraft to its fleet, possibly F-15s. Turkey has also acquired seven refuelling tanker aircraft, substantially increasing the operational capability of its fighter aircraft fleet. Greece plans to acquire four similar tanker aircraft.
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